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ABSTRACT 
Systems theory was used to link family functioning in the task of boundary regulation 
to adolescents' academic performance. Boundary regulation, a family task defined in terms 
of proximity and generation hierarchy, is believed to be the most critical to family 
functioning because it sets a precondition for the execution of other family tasks. Data from 
Wave II of the National Survey of Families and Household (NSFH) were used to identify 
family interaction patterns that reflect proximity and generation hierarchy aspects of 
boundary regulation, utilizing both parent and adolescent responses. Proximity was measured 
by items representing physical and emotional closeness of family members, while generation 
hierarchy was measured by reciprocal role enactment by parents and adolescent children. 
Exploratory principal component factor analysis was performed separately for parents and 
adolescents, to identify the items loading on the proximity and generation hierarchy. Second-
order factor analysis, performed to further reduce the factors, combined proximity and 
generation hierarchy to form the family functioning variables for the regression analysis. 
Results indicated that boundary regulation was a strong predictor of academic performance 
and that second order factors were better predictors of academic performance for both the 
parents and adolescents. Contribution and significance of the findings to the field of family 
studies and to the general academic performance literature were discussed. Suggestions for 
further research as well as the implication of the research findings for policy in family life 
education and school and community interventions were also outlined. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem and Purpose 
Assessment of family functioning has revolved around theoretical consideration of the 
common tasks that the family must fulfill and the strategies it devises for their execution 
(Sabatelli & Bartle, 1995). From the systems perspective, boundary regulation is one of the five 
tasks that families perform. The other four include management of identity tasks, management of 
resources for the physical maintenance of members and the home environment, management of 
the family's emotional climate, and management of changes in family structure over time 
(Bartle& Sabatelli, 1995). While all families execute these task, the uniqueness of each family is 
reflected in the strategies it adopts to carry out its basic tasks (Kantor & Lehr, 1975). 
Studies of family functioning have been spearheaded mostly family therapy scholars. 
These scholars have used systems theory to focus on several aspects of family functioning, 
including adaptability and cohesion (Olson, 1986), family problem solving (McCubbin & 
Thompson, 1991), family competency and style (Beaver & Hampson, 1990), social climate 
of families (Moos & Moos, 1986), family strengths (DeFrain & Stinnett, 1992), and social 
role functioning of families Sherboume & Kamberg, 1992). 
A number of studies have also focused on family functioning by relating family 
characteristics and processes to family outcomes. These outcomes include: family wellbeing 
(Thomson, Hanson, & Mclanahan, 1994), social adjustment (Feldman & Wentzel,1995), 
externalizing and internalizing behavior of adolescents (Vandewater & Lansford, 1998, 
2005), depression and drug use (Wentzel & McNamara 1999), self esteem (Barber, 
Chadwick, & Oerter, 1992), and academic performance (Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; Demo & 
Acock, (1996); Fuligni, Eccles, Barber, & Clements, 2001; Jones & Velez 1997; Roderick, 
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2003; Shumow & Miller, 2001; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992; Young, 
Helton, & Whitley, 1997; and Zick, Bryant, & Oesterbackack, 2001). However none of the 
studies have looked at family functioning in the task of boundary regulation in relation to 
academic performance. 
Much of what is known about boundary regulation and its effect on family 
functioning is based on theoretical descriptions especially by family structural therapists. 
Conceptualizations of boundary regulation are based on observational studies involving small 
and self-selected samples of clinical families. Structural therapists advocate upholding the 
generation hierarchy between the parents and children to ensure fulfillment of family roles, 
resulting in optimum family functioning. However the usefulness of a theory is its ability to 
predict behavior (Ingoldsby, Smith, & Miller 2004). There is need to measure to understand 
their influence on family outcomes, particularly on adolescents' academic performance. 
Therefore the purpose of this study is to examine family functioning in the task of boundary 
regulation in relation to the outcome of adolescents' academic performance. 
Academic performance was chosen as the outcome variable for this study because of 
its long-term impact on the children's lives. Educational attainment indicated by academic 
performance is the traditional way to achieve self-sufficiency in the United States. Families 
contribute to educational attainment by providing the environment in which children develop 
attitudes, competencies, values, and skills that lead to self-sufficiency and to becoming 
productive members of society. In today's economy educational attainment is more important 
than ever as the income gap between the working class and skilled professionals continues to 
grow (Taylor, Hinton, & Wilson 1995). For those with poor academic performance, the 
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chances of being competitive in the job market are severely restricted and without 
meaningful employment the chance of self sufficiency is elusive. 
Wood and Talmon (1983) and Wood (1985) describe boundary regulation as two 
separate constructs — proximity and generation hierarchy — that constitute different family 
interaction patterns. Because no studies have related boundary regulation to academic 
performance, variables used to measure the constructs of proximity and generation hierarchy, 
derived from the theoretical descriptions of boundary regulation, were used in this study. 
Theoretical Framework 
Because a systems perspective was used to examine the process of boundary 
regulation in relation to academic performance, the following section focuses on the concepts 
of systems theory pertinent to this study. 
Assumptions of the Systems Theory 
The assumptions outlined in this section provided guidelines in the choices regarding 
the number and measurement of family functioning constructs. This research utilizes the 
following assumptions of systems theory as outlined by Klein and White (1996) 
Interconnectedness 
This assumption states that all parts of the system are connected such that, a change in 
one part of the system reverberates change in all other parts of the system. Therefore in 
studying families the focus is not on the cause or effect of phenomena to the exclusion of the 
environment in which it occurs. 
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Non-summativity, or Wholeness 
This assumption refers to the fact that system qualities are emergent from the 
interaction of its parts, making the whole greater than the sum of its parts. The system has 
qualities that cannot be deduced from the combined characteristics of each part, but emerge 
because of the nature of the relationships and transactions that parts of the system have with 
one another. 
Family Systems Are Self- reflexive and Goal Directed 
This assumption points to the fact that families have characteristics that allow them to 
realize goals that ensure optimum functioning. They identify their goal, they devise strategies 
for meeting these goals, they are able to detect when they are deviating from goal-meeting 
strategies, and they devise a mechanism of correcting this deviation and get back on track so 
that the goal is achieved. 
A System's Behavior Affects its Environment and in Turn the Environment Affects the 
System's Behavior 
This assumption is related to those of interconnectedness and wholeness and 
underscores the fact that individuals and families are in interaction with others in the 
community and in the society. Choices that these individuals and families make have 
consequences that affect not only them, but those with whom they interact. 
These assumptions are tied to the concepts of the family systems theory, which are 
the focus of the next section. 
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System Theory Concepts 
Family as a System 
A system is a set of elements or objects and the relationships they have between and 
among themselves as well as with their environment (Hall & Pagan, 1956; Von Bertalanffy, 
1975). Any system exists as part of a larger system called a suprasystem and has smaller 
subsystems for which it is the suprasystem (Anderson & Carter, 1990). In this respect the 
family is a system made up of subsystems identified by Kantor and Lehr (1975) as personal 
and interpersonal subsystems. The personal subsystem is comprised of individual family 
members. The interpersonal subsystems make up the family system because the family is 
made up of individual members. The family system is also made up of various combinations 
of family members-dyads like the marital subsystem of husband and wife, the parental 
subsystem of father and mother, the parent and a child subsystem, or sibling dyad subsystem. 
Triads, made up of two parents and a daughter/son or one parent and two children, are also 
forms of the family subsystem. 
Boundaries 
According to Whitchurch and Constantine (1993), boundaries represent the interface 
or point of contact between the system and other systems or subsytems, that is, between the 
system and its subsystem and suprasystems. Spencer (1972) stated "the very act of 
identifying several components of a system is equivalent to drawing a boundary between 
what is included within the system and what is not part of the system" (p. 125). The concept 
of boundary from the systems perspective is very important because it defines the system by 
identifying where it begins and ends. Minuchin's definition of boundary as "the rules of who 
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participates when, and how, in the subsystems or system interactions" (Minuchin, 1974) is 
the one adapted for use in this study. 
All families establish and maintain two types of boundaries: external and internal. 
External boundaries. External boundaries delineate the family from other systems, 
determine family membership, and regulate the flow of information between family and 
other social systems. To maintain external boundaries the family must establish strategies or 
rules for interacting with other systems. It also organizes its physical environment to 
maintain its integrity, cohesiveness, and separateness in relation to the external environment 
(Kantor & Lehr, 1975; Whitchurch & Constantine, 1993). Strategies of external boundary 
regulation define parameters of appropriate and inappropriate behavior with outsiders. 
Consequently, a well-functioning family is one that maintains its integrity and allows for 
appropriate flow of information between the family and other external systems (Sabatelli & 
Bartle, 1995). 
Internal boundaries. Internal boundaries regulate the flow of information between 
and within subsystems. Therefore internal boundaries are concerned with how interpersonal 
distances between individuals within the family are regulated (Hess & Handel, 1985; Kantor 
& Lehr, 1975). Families maintain internal boundaries by regulating the degree to which each 
member's individuality and autonomy are tolerated within the family system. Tolerance is 
conceptualized as a continuum (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988; Anderson & Sabatelli, 1992). 
Low-tolerant families are said to have "enmeshed" boundaries, so called because they limit 
the expression of individuality and autonomy by structuring interactions that lean toward 
emotional fusion and psychological dependency. Systems with a high tolerance for 
individuality are conceived as having "disengaged" boundaries, that is, boundaries that 
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promote expression of autonomy and individuality (Bowen, 1976; Minuchin, 1974; Olson, 
Sprenkle, & Russel, 1979). However the extreme of disengagement reflects interaction 
patterns that leave individuals to fend for themselves without access to information, advice, 
or support from other family members (Stierline, 1974). The ability to maintain boundaries 
with a balance between enmeshment and disengagement constitutes optimal family 
functioning. 
Family as a Social System 
The ecological theoretical model (Bronfenbrenner, 1919) shows how the family as a 
social system maintains internal and external boundaries in order to function. The model 
depicts the family as part of the social networks that form concentric structures each 
embedded within one another. By using the child as the smallest subsystem of the ecology 
(environment), Bronfenbrenner posted that at the innermost level is the "microsystem," 
consisting of the developing child and his or her family (father, mother, siblings). The family 
is embedded in the broader system, the "mesosystem," consisting of blood and marriage 
relatives, friends, neighbors, and other acquaintances. These formal and informal kinships 
units are further nested in larger social units, "exosystems," including neighborhoods, 
churches, social organizations, the parents' work places, and schools. The overarching 
system, the "macrosystem,"in which these systems are embedded, refers to the economic, 
political, cultural, and social forces that impact individuals and families. 
Boundary regulation or system interaction (exchanges) happen within and between 
mesosystems, exosystems, and macrosystems in the environment. This interaction influences 
the well-being of all systems and subsystems. In relating family functioning in the task of 
boundary regulation to children's academic performance, this study will focus mainly on 
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regulation of the family's internal boundaries, that is, boundary regulation at the micro- and 
meso-system levels. However, because the family cannot exist in isolation, exchanges that 
the family has with other systems at the exo and macro levels pertinent to understanding of 
the family's boundary regulation patterns, will be examined in this study. 
According to Bronfenbrenner (1989), academic performance among children and 
adolescents is influenced not only by factors such as teaching practices and social processes 
in their immediate classroom environments, but also by aspects of their family environments. 
In the ecological model, the family is conceptualized as the context that directly influences 
child and adolescent behavior by contributing to the development of competencies that 
increase the likelihood of academic success. Bronfenbrenner also stated that the family plays 
a mediational role in linking factors such as social class and income to the adolescent's 
academic performance. Factors of family financial resources and parental education 
attainment that contribute to SES also affect family interaction patterns and parental 
involvement in school activities. These family processes in turn are linked to academic 
performance. 
Theoretical Descriptions of Boundary Regulation 
Various authors have used a wide range of conceptually related yet distinct concepts 
to describe ways in which families regulate internal boundaries. Youniss (1983) described 
family boundary regulation in terms of closeness and distance. Those families whose 
interaction patterns portray extreme physical and emotional closeness he termed as "too 
close" and those whose interaction patterns portray relations that are distant as "too far." 
Minuchin (1974) uses the terms "diffuse," "rigid," and "clear" boundaries. Diffuse 
boundaries refer to families in which the interpersonal distance, physical or emotional, is 
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"too close," yielding "enmeshed" families. "Rigid" refers to families with interpersonal 
distance that is "too far," yielding "disengaged" families. Minuchin (1974) says that "clear" 
boundaries are the ideal because they portray interaction patterns in the mid-range between 
diffuse and rigid. 
In their application of the circumplex model to family functioning, Olson et al. (1993) 
and Olson & Lavee (1989) have conceptualized boundary regulation as interaction patterns 
that allow for family cohesion and adaptability. They have defined cohesion as emotional 
bonding that family members have with one another and the degree of individual autonomy 
that a person experiences in the family. Cohesion is conceptualized as a continuum from low 
to high, forming four levels of cohesion—disengaged, separated, connected, and enmeshed— 
describing varying degrees of interpersonal distances between family members. 
Adaptability is defined as the ability of the family system to change its power 
structure, role relationship, and relationship rules in response to developmental needs of the 
family members (Levee & Olson, 1989; Olson et al., 1993). Like cohesion, four levels of 
adaptability—rigid, structured, flexible, and chaotic—reflect a continuum from low to high, 
portraying varying degrees of family adaptability. 
Proximity and Generation Hierarchy as Components of Boundary Regulation 
The perspective advanced by Wood and Talmon (1983) and Wood (1985), in which 
boundary regulation was described in terms of proximity and generation hierarchy, appears 
to offer the best exposition of boundary regulation. Wood and Talmon used concepts of 
distance and space as used by Munuchin, Montalvo, Guerney Rosman, and Schumer (1967) 
to identify interaction styles in which family members' (subsystem) boundaries are "diffuse," 
where there is lack of clarity about the rules of who participates in which family subsystem. 
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Wood (1985) asserted that diffuse also refers to an extreme form of family closeness that is 
characterized by lack of privacy and autonomy for individual members. According to Wood 
(1985), the "lack of clarity about rules of interaction" and the "extreme form of closeness" 
are two dimensions of boundaries referring to two conceptually separate components. The 
first is "proximity," referring to interpersonal boundaries. The second refers to a 
differentiation of "roles" performed by the subsystems in terms of social expectation. Such 
an expectation would distinguish role performance by parent from those performed by 
children implying generation boundaries. 
Wood and Talmon (1983) used concepts of distance and space to characterize rules of 
who participates when and how in the subsystems or system interactions. Their 
conceptualization of boundary regulation breaks down contexts in which family members 
interact, and delineates role-specific relationships among family members. Consequently the 
amount of overlap in these contexts and inadequacy in role performance can be used to 
evaluate the appropriateness of family interaction patterns, based on societal norms and 
family circumstance dictating such overlap and inadequacy. 
Wood and Talmon (1983) differentiated two aspects of boundary regulation. First, 
"proximity" describes the physical and psychological relatedness of family members. 
Second, the role differentiation between family members called "generational hierarchy" 
refers to the interpersonal behavior of family members. These two aspects of boundary 
regulation are elucidated below. 
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Proximity 
Proximity refers to interpersonal boundaries in terms of the amount of accessibility 
family members have to one another. According to Wood and Talmon (1983), the nature of 
the relationships among family members is reflected in the degree of permeability or overlap 
(sharing) in six arenas, or territories, as follows: 
Contact time. In his dissertation, Wood (1981) stated that the amount of time family 
members spend together and the way time is spent are indicators of family proximity. Over 
time a greater amount of contact results in a larger shared history. How the time is spent, 
including work, play, fighting, or dealing with crises, will color the family's history with its 
characteristic affective tone, and varies in the degree of complexity. 
Personal space. According to Goffman (1971), the territory of personal space 
comprises space immediately surrounding and including the body. Sharing personal space 
reflects a type of closeness not usually permitted by strangers or even acquaintances in the 
society unless there are extenuating circumstances. The extent to which there is intra-familial 
sharing of personal space varies among ethnic groups. However, Ashcroft and Scheflen 
(1976) argued that even within ethnic groups, families and family members differ with 
respect to the amount of touching, hugging, and bumping into one another. 
Emotional space. Wood (1981) argued that there is great variation in the extent to 
which family members share emotional space. In some families, if one member is sad, 
everybody is saddened to some degree. Laughter, clowning, joking, and play are other kinds 
of shared emotional space. Other emotions not considered positive include anger, jealousy, 
fear, and sadness. Wood and Talmon (1983) posit that it is not clear whether the difference in 
the way emotional space is shared is an expression of shared affect or the extent to which the 
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affect or mood once expressed spreads to other family members. The quality and quantity of 
shared feelings are also powerful determinants of family bonding. 
Information space. Goffman (1971) defined information space as the set of facts 
about the individual, including his or her thoughts, feelings, opinions, biographical facts, and 
behavior. He argued that the amount of sharing of information space is probably highly 
correlated with the amount and kind of contact time, but it is also possible for the members of 
families to spend a great deal of time together in either goal-directed or play activity without 
sharing their thoughts, feelings, and opinions. 
Conversation space. Wood (1981) defined conversation space as the sharing of 
private conversations with other family members. The extent to which these kinds of 
interactions take place reflects the patterns of proximity within the family. For example, a 
mother and her teenage daughter may spend more time talking about private thoughts than 
the father and daughter do. The structure of conversation space in a family does not 
necessarily map closely onto the structure of information space (that is, who knows what 
about whom). Some families appear to share all information equally among members but still 
break up into subsystem or dyadic conversation groups. Alternatively, in some families 
subsystem or dyadic conversations rarely occur, if ever. The family either talks together or 
not at all. The differentiation of conversation space is probably related importantly to 
subsystem functioning (that is, roles) in the family. 
Decision-making space. Families differ in the extent to which decisions are made by 
the whole family, by subsystems, and by individuals. This is of particular importance with 
regard to those decisions usually made by individual family members or by certain 
subsystems, such as parents and siblings. Some families characteristically open individual 
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decisions (for example, about hair style) to the whole family for the decision process. 
Similarly, husband-wife subsystem decisions (for example, about whether to go out without 
the children) may be opened to the whole family. At other times, family members may 
intrude upon one another's decision space such that suggestions and persuasions are not 
sought or welcomed, but thrust upon the person or subsystem making the decision. Wood and 
Talmon (1983) argue that decision space shared by intrusion has a different effect upon the 
family than the decisions shared by mutual agreement in respect to the competent functioning 
of the individual, the parent, and the child subsystems. 
Generational Hierarchy 
According to Wood and Talmon (1983), generation hierarchy refers to classes of 
behavior, or roles that are appropriate to various subsystems. Wood (1981) defined 
generational hierarchy as the class of behaviors normative for the parent (as compared with 
the class of behaviors normative for the child), which places the parents in charge of the 
children. Clear boundaries therefore refer to a well-defined set of rules about who 
participates in certain roles including husband-wife, parent-child, or brother-sister. Wood and 
Talmon referred to the importance of generation boundaries when they stated, "perhaps the 
most important differentiation of roles in the family is the generational differentiation" (pp. 
350-351). The function of role differentiation of generational hierarchy is outlined below: 
Nurturance. Wood and Talmon (1983), stated that the normative generational roles 
constitute parents nurturing children by protecting them and by taking responsibility for their 
well-being. Children in turn seek nurturance from their parents. Generational hierarchy 
reversal occurs when children begin to take on a nurturing role toward their parent. An 
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example of generation reversal happens when children provide nurturance to their parents 
because they are incapacitated by old age or sickness. 
Control. According to normative roles parents are in charge of their children. They 
make rules, set limits for their children, and enforce the limits. Children in turn learn to obey. 
If the children are setting the rules in the family or successfully disregard their parents' rules, 
they are in control of their parents and this constitutes hierarchy reversal (Goffman, 1976). 
Alliances and coalitions. Parents are assumed to be allies in their parenting, although 
disagreement may occur in certain circumstances (Wood & Talmon, 1983). If the balance 
shifts, however, and either parent is more in alliance with the children than with the spouse, 
hierarchy is said to have collapsed. The most extreme form of this occurs when one parent 
allies with one or more children against the other parent, thus forming cross-generational 
coalitions. 
Peers. Parents and other adults are usually peers to each other and not to their 
children. Similarly children are usually peers to siblings and other children, and not to their 
parents. If cross-generational peer relationships are stronger than within-generational peer 
relationships, generational hierarchy has collapsed. 
Salience of Boundary Regulation 
Wood and Talmon (1983) pointed out that in hierarchic systems like families, a 
distinction can be made between the interactions between subsystems, on the one hand, and 
the interaction within subsystems, on the other hand with intra-subsystem linkages like that 
of a parental dyad or sibling dyad being generally stronger than inter-subsystem 
(parent/child) linkages. Thus, Wood and Talmon argued that to maintain a stable generational 
hierarchy, it may be necessary to establish a certain amount of internal distance between 
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subsystems, for example, between parents and children. This suggests that a certain level or 
type of cross-generational proximity may lead to the collapse of hierarchy between 
generations. Such is the case in incest situations involving a parent and a child. On the other 
hand, certain types of proximity (like a mother breast feeding a baby or a child confessing a 
misdeed to a parent) carry in their nature the reaffirmation of generation hierarchy. 
The whole family must adapt and change as family members develop physically and 
psychologically as Allison and Sabatelli (1988) appropriately indicated. They argued that 
adolescence is not only a developmental stage for children but also for parents who must 
adapt to the developmental needs of their children. During adolescence when children 
develop more autonomy and individuality, parents have to relax their parental role, 
previously characterized by authority and obligation, and assume a more symmetrical 
relationship based on mutual interdependence. 
Interaction patterns of proximity and generation hierarchy must be clear in order to 
protect the individuals and family subsystems, yet be flexible enough to facilitate change and 
growth. For example, the proximity territories of contact time and personal space and 
hierarchy structures of nurturance that keep a mother closely tied to her infant must change to 
allow the mother and child dyad to separate as the child matures. Consequently, Wood and 
Talmon (1983) argued that understanding the interrelationships among the six territories of 
proximity and the four domains of generational hierarchy is crucial in unraveling appropriate 
boundary regulation within family systems. Wood and Talmon thus underscored the 
importance of a balance of proximity and generation hierarchy for optimum level of family 
functioning. 
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Boundary Regulation and Academic Performance 
Theoretical conceptualization linking boundary regulation patterns to family 
functioning indicate that interaction patterns could be a hindrance or facilitative in the way 
they inhibit or enhance children's development across a variety of outcomes including 
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive dimensions. This study will explore how interaction 
patterns characterized as proximity and generation hierarchy affect the cognitive dimension 
of children's academic performance. 
The proximity aspect of boundary regulation is described in terms of six arenas or 
territories in which family members interact. Therefore the effect of proximity on academic 
performance will be assessed by examining the effect of family's interaction patterns in 
relations to these six arenas of family interaction. These patterns consist of the time family 
members spend together and the activities they engage in as well as the physical and 
emotional expression of closeness among family members. 
Generation hierarchy reflects ways in which parents and children reciprocally 
perform their roles as prescribed by the society in which they live. In this regard, parents 
provide nurturance through maintaining a warm and supportive relationship with their 
children. They maintain control by setting limits and guidelines through age-related 
expectations for children's behavior and activities. Generation hierarchy is also maintained 
through supervision and monitoring in ways that allow children to become autonomous 
individuals yet stay connected to their families. Moreover, generation hierarchy also 
prescribes interaction patterns in which both parents and children seek alliances within rather 
than across their generations. Therefore, the influence of the generation hierarchy aspects of 
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boundary regulation on academic performance will be assessed by family processes through 
which generation hierarchy is enacted within the family. 
A number of scholars, including Barber et al. (1992), Bulcroft, Carmody, and 
Bulcroft (1996, 1998), Cooksey and Fondell (1996), Demo and Acock (1996), Fine, 
Voydanoff, and Donnery (1994), Kim and Rohner (2002), Thomson et al. (1994), 
Vandewaterand Lansford (1998), and Zick et al. (2001) have looked at family processes in 
relation to children's outcomes (well-being). These processes have included support, 
independence-giving, parent-child interaction, control, monitoring, conflict, supervision, and 
aggression, as explanatory variables in relation to children's behavioral, psychological, and 
cognitive outcomes. None of the studies, however, have focused on boundary regulation as 
described in terms of six arenas of proximity and four processes of generation hierarchy in 
relation to academic performance, hence the need for this study. 
Family systems theory assumptions of non-summativity (wholeness) and 
interrelatedness (Boss, Doherty, LaRossa, Schumm, & Steinmetz, 1993; Klein & White, 
1996) underscore the input of children through their reciprocal roles in the processes of 
proximity and generation hierarchy. In addition the family system property of being self-
reflexive and goal directed also necessitate the inclusion of a multiplicity of family processes 
as an attempt to capture the complexity of family functioning characterized by the task of 
boundary regulation. Boundary regulation represents the emergent quality of the parent/child 
relationship, based on the parameters of systems change. Both the parents and children 
negotiate interconnectedness that alternates between degrees of closeness and separateness as 
children achieve adult status within the society (Falicov, 1988). In the current research, 
family processes that relate to boundary regulation were studied. Reports of both parents and 
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adolescents on family interaction patterns reflecting family functioning in the task of 
boundary regulation including both proximity and generation hierarchy were assessed. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW, RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND STUDY 
HYPOTHESIS 
Literature Review 
This section will include a review of studies that have examined contextual factors, 
family processes and family characteristics related to academic performance. The first 
section will focus on characteristics and processes closely to the concepts of proximity and 
generation hierarchy (boundary regulation) in relation to children's outcomes, with a focus 
on academic performance. The second section will focus on broader academic performances 
literature. The last section focuses on family processes associated with generation hierarchy 
closely rated to how it is measured in this study. 
NSFH Studies Related to Proximity 
Overview of the Studies 
The studies reviewed in this section have used data from the National Survey of 
Families and Households (NSFH) (Bumpass & Sweet, 1996; Sweet, Bumpass, & Call, 1988), 
data that also will be used in this study, but do not necessarily focus on academic 
performance. Three studies have examined family processes that reflect proximity aspects of 
boundary regulation as defined by Wood and Talmon (1983) in relation to children's 
outcomes. The first study, by Amato and Fowler (2002), examines the link between parenting 
practices, child adjustment, and family diversity. Amato and Fowler accomplished three tasks 
in this study. First, they examined the link between parenting practices of support, 
monitoring, and harsh discipline and parents' reports of child outcomes of adjustment, 
academic performance, and behavior problems. Second, they tested whether parenting 
practices are related across different family types defined by parents' race and ethnicity, 
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family structure, education, poverty status, and gender. Finally, they tested whether parenting 
practices in Wavel (timel) predicted children's outcomes of adjustment, self-esteem, and 
deviance in Wave2 (time2). 
Because the parenting practices of monitoring and harsh punishment reflect 
generation hierarchy aspects of boundary regulation, the effect of generation hierarchy on 
children's outcomes will be discussed under that sub-topic later in this review. 
Thomson et al. (1994) also related proximity to children's outcome. They 
investigated behavior explanations of family structure on children's well-being. Parental 
behavior was reflected by the mothers' support and control of their adolescent children. 
Well-being was assessed in six ways: academic performance, school behavior problems, 
internalizing, externalizing, sociability, and initiative. 
Both Amato and Fowler (2002) and Thomson et al. (1994), operationally define 
support as "the frequency with which parents spend time with children doing activities in and 
outside the home." This view of support corresponds to Cooksey and Fondell's view in the 
third study relating proximity to children's academic performance (Cooksey & Fondell, 
1996). In their study, Cooksey and Fondell analyze how the amount of time and number of 
activities fathers engage in with their children vary by family structure in relation to 
children's academic performance. 
In all of these three studies (Amato & Fowler, 2002; Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; 
Thomson et al., 1994), spending time was measured as the "frequency with which 
fathers/mothers spent time with their children in: a) leisure activities away from home, b) at 
home working on a project or playing together, c) having private talks, and d) helping with 
reading or homework. The types of activities fathers/mothers share with children (in the 
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Cooksey and Fondell study) were assessed by asking fathers' reports of the number of 
breakfasts and dinners they had shared with at least one of the children. 
Academic performance in the NSFH is assessed differently for the 5-11 and for the 
12-18 year olds. For the 5-11 age group, parents reported whether their children's 
performance is one of the best or near the bottom of the class. For 12-18 year olds, parents 
reported grades ranging from "mostly A's" to "mostly F's." 
First, a review the results of these studies showing how family characteristics are 
related to proximity will be discussed, followed by a focus on the relationship between 
proximity as a family process and academic performance. 
Effect of Family Characteristics on Proximity 
The operational definition of any predictor variable guides the interpretation of its 
influence on the outcome variable. This is not different for family structure. Consequently, 
because of the varied ways in which family structure has been defined by researchers using 
NSFH data, it is necessary to identify how the studies included in this review have classified 
family structure. 
Cooksey and Fondell (1996) classified family structure in respect to fatherhood. They 
identify four "parent types" as follows: Two biological parents with no half-siblings, two 
biological parents with half-siblings living in the household, father-stepmother where step­
mother has no biological children living in the household, and single father. Amato and 
Fowler (2002) classified three family types: two married biological or adoptive parents, 
single parents, and "other," consisting of step families or cohabiting couples. Thomson et al. 
(1994) classified family structure in four categories, as original two-parent families 
consisting of married couples in which the children are either biological or adopted, mother-
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stepfather where only the husband has step-children, mother-partner family where only 
husband has step children but the couple is cohabiting, and single mother made up of ever 
married and never married mothers. 
Family Structure 
Cooksey and Fondell (1996) reported that family structure has an effect on the time 
fathers spend with children. Single fathers are more likely to be involved in a variety of 
activities not necessarily related to sharing meals than are biological fathers and stepfathers. 
Fathers in father-stepmother families spend more time talking with children than fathers in 
households where the mother has only biological children, especially in activities that 
involve spending time talking with children. Stepfathers are less likely to be involved in 
activities with their children, compared to biological fathers. 
Thomson et al. (1994) reported that children in an original family (biological or 
adoptive) receive more support from their mothers than those in any other family types. 
Never-married mothers report similar levels of support as mothers in original two-parent 
families. Cohabiting and remarried fathers reported lower levels of support than the original 
fathers, while stepfathers reported the least support. Paternal support is higher for those 
living with original fathers than for those living with stepfathers. Amato and Fowler (2002) 
did not find any relationship between family structure and support. 
Race. 
The study by Cooksey and Fondell (1996) found that race has an effect on proximity. 
Black fathers are less likely than White fathers to share meals with children, but are more 
likely to spend time reading and helping with homework and talking with their children than 
their White counterparts. Hispanic fathers are more likely than White and Black fathers to 
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share meals with their children and spend more time in leisure than their White counterparts. 
Thomson et al. (1994) did not find a relationship between spending time with children 
(support) and race and ethnicity. 
Income and Education. 
Cooksey and Fondell (1996) reported that income and education are positively related to 
spending time with kids (proximity). However they found education has stronger effects on 
reading and helping with homework than income. More educated fathers were more likely to 
share meals with their children than less educated fathers. Thomson et al. (1994) reported 
that their data did not yield any relationship between support and income and education 
(SES). 
Gender, age, and number of children. 
Cooksey and Fondell (1996) found that gender, age, and number of children were 
associated with proximity. Having only daughters reduces the probability of fathers sharing 
meals with their children. In addition, fathers of only girls and fathers of both boys and girls 
are less likely than fathers of only boys to take part in activities with children. The presence 
of small children and more children reduces a father's time for all activities with children, 
including meals. 
Effect of Proximity on Academic Performance 
Cooksey and Fondell (1996) reported that spending time with children has an effect 
on academic performance. They found that children whose fathers share meals, engage in 
home activities, or assist them with reading and homework have better performance, 
especially among preteens, than for those whose fathers do not. However, unlike for 
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preteens, spending time (which happens only at meals) with father had no significant effect 
on grades for the teenage group. 
Contrary to what Cooksey and Fondell (1996) reported, Thomson et al. (1994) found 
that both maternal and paternal support (spending time with children) has a positive influence 
on academic performance, especially for the teenagers. Amato and Fowler (2002) reported 
similar findings. They found family support (spending time with children) to be positively 
related to academic performance for the preteens as well as for the teenagers. 
NSFH Studies on Generation Hierarchy 
Several studies on family processes that reflect generation hierarchy aspects of 
boundary regulation are discussed in this section. These studies include Amato and Fowler 
(2002), Bulcroft et al. (1996, 1998), Demo and Acock (1996), and Thomson et al. (1994). 
Independence-giving: A process of Generation Hierarchy 
Bulcroft et al. (1996, 1998) studied parents' patterns of independence-giving to 
adolescents. Independence-giving is considered a measure of generation hierarchy because it 
reflects adjustment of role and rules in the interaction patterns between parents and 
adolescents as children develop and assume more adult-like roles. Independence-giving 
corresponds to the fulfillment of the reciprocal roles required of the position of parent and 
child, as prescribed by rules of generation hierarchy described by Wood and Talmon (1983). 
In both studies by Bulcroft et al. (1996,1998), independence-giving was measured by 
three items: a) willingness to leave the child at home at various times b) household rules, and 
c) lateness of weekend curfew. In the first study (Bulcroft et al., 1996), the predictor 
variables for independence giving were age, race, and gender of adolescents, while in the 
second study (Bulcroft et al., 1998), family structure was a major explanatory variable. Apart 
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from characteristics of adolescents and family structure, the Bulcroft et al. (1996,1998) 
studies use number of children in the household, religious beliefs, and community variables 
of urban and suburban neighborhood, type of residence, and percentage of high school 
graduates in the school county as predictor variables of independence-giving. 
Effects of Adolescence Characteristics on Independence-giving 
Age. Bulcroft et al. (1996) divided the sample into three age groups: early 
adolescence (12-13 years), middle adolescence (14-15 years), and late adolescence (16- 18 
years). The authors reported that age was the greatest predictor of independence-giving 
patterns regardless of the domain of behavior that included leaving child home alone, 
household rules, and weekend curfew. Older adolescents had fewer household rules than 
other two age the groups. Bancroft et al. (1996) report parents were not as strict on the 
amount of time and older adolescents spent on watching TV and on the programs they 
watched on TV for those aged 16-18 as the were for ages 12-15. 
Gender. Bulcroft et al. (1996) found that the effects of gender on independence-
giving were related to race- and age-specific groups. As girls grow older, they are less likely 
than boys to be given more freedom to stay home alone, for all three racial groups. However, 
if the girls were White or Hispanic they were more likely to be given late curfews than same 
race boys in late adolescence. 
Race. The results from Bulcroft et al. (1996) show that race has an effect on 
independence giving. White parents have lower levels of direct control, in that they are more 
likely than Black and Hispanic parents to leave children home alone and to have fewer 
household rules. However, Black boys have a higher level of independence relative to their 
racial counterparts in late adolescence. Scores of independence giving among Blacks vary by 
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gender in early and late adolescence; males are allowed more extra-familial independence, 
while girls have less independence. 
Bulcroft et al. (1996) reported that Hispanic parents were more likely to leave boys 
home alone than girls, and had fewer household rules in later adolescence than Blacks or 
Whites. However, they placed a greater constraint on extra-familial behavior for adolescent 
boys as reflected in an earlier curfew, compared to that of their White counterparts. Hispanic 
girls in middle and later adolescence are the most restricted group both in intra- and extra-
familial behavior. 
Effects of Family Structure on Independence-giving 
Bulcroft et al. (1996, 1998) defined family structure as consisting of four parent 
types: continually married parents, single parents, cohabiting parents, and stepparents. 
Family structure had an effect on independence giving, although the differences were small 
and varied by behavior domain. 
Single parents. Bulcroft et al. (1996,1998) reported that single parents were more 
willing to leave their adolescent at home alone and also slightly less likely to establish 
household rules than were lifelong two-parent families. Contrary to what was generally 
expected and hypothesized, single parents placed greater constraints on their adolescent's 
extra-familiar behavior by imposing early curfews than lifelong two-parent families. There 
was a gender difference in the imposition curfew by the single parents with boys having an 
earlier curfew than girls. 
Cohabiting parents. Independence giving patterns of cohabiting parents are similar to 
those of single parents; however, gender differences were more pronounced. Bulcroft et al. 
(1996, 1998) reported that cohabiting parents were more willing than lifelong dual parent 
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families to leave their daughter at home alone, but were less willing to leave their adolescent 
sons home alone. There was also a tendency to have fewer household rules for girls but more 
rules for sons. Cohabiting parents were similar to single parents in their reports of early 
curfew. 
Step-parents. Bulcroft et al. (1996, 1998) stated that stepparents are slightly more 
willing than other parent types to leave adolescents at home, but they reported no differences 
in the number of household rules for their adolescents. However differences emerged with 
respect to weekend curfew. Stepparents have earlier curfew for early adolescents but they 
give late adolescents later curfew than lifelong two parent families. 
Effect of Other Variables on Independence-giving 
Bulcroft et al. (1996) reported fundamentalism in religious beliefs has a significant 
negative effect on independence giving (P = -.045, p< .05) across the three dependent 
variables of leaving adolescent home alone, household rules, and curfew. Number of children 
in the home is positively related (P = .115, p< .001) with household rules governing 
adolescent behavior. In addition, low social economic status parents have more rules, 
compared to parents in higher social economic brackets. 
For the community, factors of rural vs. non-rural residence (measured as counties 
with the population has less than a high school education) the parents are more willing to 
leave the children alone, but have more early weekend curfews than those from urban 
settings. 
Effect of Family Structure on Other Processes of Generation Hierarchy 
Family processes of generation hierarchy that are discussed in the next section 
include support, nurturance, supervision, and control. 
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Effect of Family Structure on Support and Nurturance 
Demo and Acock (1996) classified family structure into four categories: intact 
marriages, divorced families, stepfamilies and continuously single. They measured support as 
the activities performed by parents together with their adolescents: a) leisure time away from 
home, b) working on projects or playing together, c) having private talks, d) helping with 
homework, e) eating breakfast together, f) eating dinner together. Demo and Acock's 
measures of support corresponds to that used by used by Amato and Fowler (2002), and 
Thomson et al. (1994). 
Demo and Acock (1996) found that adolescents from divorced and stepfamilies had 
the highest level of support. Continuously single mothers reported similar levels of support as 
those from first marriages. Demo and Acock assessed level of support by the number of 
times parents expressed affection or aggression towards their children by praising kissing or 
hugging or by spanking or slapping and yelling at them, respectively. Family structure had an 
effect on nurturance. Demo and Acock found that single mothers were significantly less 
likely to praise, kiss, and hug their adolescents than were mothers from other family types 
and most likely to spank or slap and yell at them. 
Effect of Family Structure on Supervision and Control 
Demo and Acock (1996) measured supervision as a function of the frequency with 
which children were left home alone after school, in the evening, at night and overnight when 
parents were gone. They found that mothers from divorced and stepfamilies reported giving 
the highest level of supervision to their adolescents, while continuously single mothers 
reported similar levels of supervision as those from first married families. Thomson et al. 
(1994) used the same items to measure control and found that children from original families 
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are subject to more control than those from most other family types with the exception of 
never-married mothers, who reported higher levels of control than married mothers. 
Family Structure and Family Resources 
Demo and Acock (1996) reported that income and education vary with family 
structure. They found that first-married and stepfamilies with adolescents had higher incomes 
than single-parent families and that having ever been married made a difference in income of 
single mothers since divorced families had over twice the income of continuously single-
parent families. Thomson et al. (1994), who studied original two-parent, mother-partner 
(cohabiting), step, and single families, had similar findings. They reported that original 
families have considerably more income and lower poverty rates than single-mother families, 
especially those headed by never-married mothers. Mother-partner families are less 
economically secure than mother-stepfather families but still have much higher income and 
lower poverty rates than single-mother households. 
Demo and Acock (1996) also reported that the education levels of first-married, 
divorced, and stepfamily mothers are not significantly different. However, continuously 
single mothers have significantly less education that the other three groups. Employment of 
mothers also varies by family structure; divorced mothers and to a lesser extent stepfamily 
mothers, are employed more hours per week than first-married mothers. Among the single 
mothers, divorcees were employed the most hours while continuously single mothers were 
employed the fewest hours. 
Family Characteristics and Academic Performance 
Demo and Acock (1996) found gender differences in the academic performance of 
adolescents, with boys performing worse than girls. Age had a negative effect; the academic 
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performance of adolescents declined as they got older. Mothers' education was significantly 
and positively related to adolescents' performance while mothers' aggression (negative 
nurturance) was associated with lower academic performance. 
Family Structure. Thomson et al. (1994) found that academic performance of children 
in stepfamilies was similar to that of children in original families. Adolescent children living 
with never-married mothers did not have significantly lower grades than those living in 
original families. They also found that children in stepfather families performed better than 
those in mother-partner families. 
For the preteen group, Cooksey and Fondell (1996) reported that children from two-
parent biological families performed better than children from all other family types and 
children from single-father households and children living with a stepfather with both 
biological and stepchildren do significantly worse. In addition, Cooksey and Fondell 
reported that academic performance of preteens living with stepfathers who did not have 
biological children of their own, was not significantly different from that of children living 
in both biological parents. However, these preteens did better than children from stepfather 
families who lived with half siblings. 
For the teenagers, Cooksey and Fondell (1996) reported that unlike preteens, 
compared to children living with both biological parents, living with a stepfather who has 
biological children of his own is not disadvantageous. Instead, living with a stepfather with 
no biological children appeared to have a strong negative effect on performance. Cooksey 
and Fondell also found that regardless of the higher degree of parental involvement, 
teenagers with single fathers get the lowest grades. Amato and Fowler (2002) found no 
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evidence of a relationship between family structure and academic performance for both 
preteens and teenagers. 
Interaction Effects of Family Structure and Other Family Processes 
According to Demo and Acock (1996) among the first-married families, mother-
adolescent disagreements and aggression were significantly but negatively related to 
academic performance while higher level of support (nurturance) was associated with 
improved academic performance. More disagreements were also associated with lower 
grades among the adolescents in divorced and stepfamilies. Measures of inter-parental 
conflict did not have an effect for any family type but mothers' education had a significant 
positive effect among the first married families and some effect though not significant, 
among step and continuously single families. Among continuously single families, higher 
levels of family income were related to adolescent achieving higher grades though the effect 
did not reach significant levels for continuously single families. Male and older adolescents 
performed worse academically regardless of family type. 
Summary and Recommendations 
The brief review of NSFH studies related to proximity demonstrates that there are 
shared time influences on academic performance. The proposed study will use the same 
nationally representative sample to link family structure with proximity (spending time with 
children) in relation to children's academic performance. However evidence for the variation 
of proximity by family structure, parents' gender and social economic status is mixed. The 
inconsistent results could be attributed to different ways in which the family structure, race 
and ethnicity were operationally defined. The more homogeneous the categories of family 
structure are, the less likely one is to find effects of family structure on the academic 
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performance. For example the two studies that differentiated categories of single parents to 
the "never married" and "ever married" found differential effect of the two types of single 
parenthood on proximity even though the effects were not that large (Demo & Acock, 1996). 
Two of the studies reviewed here, Cooksey and Fondell (1996) and Thomson et al. (1994), 
used cross sectional data and thus were unable to take account of developing children's 
characteristics that might encourage parents to spend time with them differently over time. 
Including children's characteristics would probably increase the explanatory power of family 
structure and other family characteristics. For example, children with many friends may be 
more sociable and may also tend to spend less time with parents and more with their friends 
than children with fewer friends who may be less sociable. The proposed study will include a 
scale on peer interaction reflecting adolescents' patterns of spending time with their friends 
as one of the measures of the processes that influence adolescent academic performance. 
Demo and Acock (1996) have identified the mechanisms by which family structure 
influences adolescent well-being, and specifically academic performance. Differences 
between single mothers in terms of having ever married or being continuously single were 
noted in terms of the number of hours they work, income, and education level as well as in 
their interaction with their children and their level of depression. These differing 
characteristics have varying effects on family processes and subsequently differing influence 
on adolescent well-being especially on academic performance. 
The literature review of NSFH studies has highlighted the influence of family and 
household characteristics, including family structure, income, and household size to 
children's outcomes. Other studies have also reported how family processes including 
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support, monitoring, supervision, independence-giving and spending time, contribute to 
children's well being. 
The next section will focus on the broader academic performances literature. 
Neighborhood Effect and Academic Achievement 
Effect of Crime and Violence on School Behavior and Performance of Adolescents 
Maslow (1954) included safety and security among the basic needs that must be 
satisfied before individuals are able to achieve other higher level needs such as school 
achievement. Exposure to danger or perception of danger in schools and in neighborhoods 
threatens the ability to fulfill one's potential in life and especially in school setting (Bowen & 
Bowen 1999; Bowen, Bowen, & Ware 2002; Eamon, 2005). Studies that examine factors 
related to academic achievement often have included neighborhood effects as a factor. Three 
studies that have examined the effect of neighborhoods on academic performance will be 
reviewed in the following section. 
Bowen and Bowen (1999) conducted a study on the effect of crime and violence in 
neighborhoods, school behavior, and performance of adolescents using a nationally 
representative sample. After controlling for social demographic characteristics of race, 
gender, school level, and level of urbanicity, the authors found that perception of danger in 
the neighborhood and in the school affected both the attendance and grades of adolescents. 
They also found that school attendance increased as levels of school danger decreased and 
explained about 14% of variation in attendance. Adding the two measures of neighborhood 
and school danger increased the R2 of the equation by 0.40 for a total of 0.95. As danger 
increased the grades went down, explaining about 5% of variation in grades. 
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Effect of Neighborhood Social Disorganization on Youth Functioning 
Bowen and Bowen and Ware (2002) tested the neighborhood social disorganization 
and how it directly or indirectly influenced youth functioning. Three factors that were used 
include lack of neighborhood support, negative peer behavior, and crime and violence. High 
levels of neighborhood social disorganization represent a risk factor that has a negative 
impact on adolescent functioning. Lower levels represent greater neighborhood organization 
which operates as a protective factor associated with better educational outcomes. 
Bowen et al. (2002) included two parenting processes—emotionally supportive 
parenting and parenting educational support. These were added to the model because they 
were believed to mediate the effects of neighborhood disorganization on school behavior and 
to directly contribute to school performance and behavior. The aspects of parenting practices 
included promoting psychological autonomy, parental acceptance and involvement and 
positive behavior control that have been found to promote positive school behavior and 
performance (Gray & Steinberg, 1999; Steinberg, 2001). Educational support was focused on 
parent-child educational discussion of course work and other school related activities. School 
behavior, which was the outcome variable, was comprised of grades and attendance. Control 
variables consisted of race and family poverty. 
Results indicated that neighborhood social disorganization had the strongest direct 
relationship and was negatively related to school behavior of both middle and high school 
adolescents with the high school coefficient (-.578) being higher than that of the middle 
school (-.499). Neighborhood disorganization also had an indirect effect on educational 
behavior through perceived levels of supportive parenting and parental educational behavior 
for both middle and high school adolescents. 
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Bowen et al. (2002) also found that the greater the level of neighborhood 
disorganization, the less likely the youth was to view parenting practices as supportive. 
Increasing supportive parenting was also associated with greater educational support in terms 
of adult child conversation related to schooling. Bowen and Bowen (2002) also report that 
perception of neighborhood social disorganization had an indirect effect on perceived level of 
educational support through its effect on supportive parenting while parental educational 
support had a direct influence on educational behavior. 
Implications of Parenting Practices across Neighborhood and Ethnicities 
Dearing (2004) studied developmental implications of restrictive and supportive 
parenting across neighborhood and ethnicities by answering two questions. First, do 
neighborhood characteristics moderate associations between parenting and child outcomes? 
Second, does the direction or strength of these moderating effects vary across ethnicities? 
Dearing (2004) found that restrictive parenting values were negatively related with 
academic performance and positively associated with depression. In addition, Dearing 
reported that supportive parenting practices were positively associated with positive 
parenting. In terms of ethnicity, Dearing found that for Euro-American children, the negative 
effect of restrictive parenting values was exacerbated in riskier neighborhoods. However he 
found that for African-American children, more restrictive parenting values were protective 
factors in terms of academic performance and that this protective factor diminished as the 
children grew older. In addition Dearing reported that supportive parenting acts as a 
protective factor for African American children living in dangerous and poor neighborhood. 
He also found that parenting factors affected Latino American children in a similar manner as 
they did African Americans, although the effects for Latino American were less pronounced. 
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At-School and At-home Involvement and Academic Performance 
Various studies have found a positive relationship between parental involvement and 
academic performance (Eccles & Harold, 1996; Ho & Williams, 1996; Jones & Velez, 1997; 
Shumow & Miller, 2001; Steinberg, 2001). However a distinction has been made between 
at-school and at-home involvement (Eccles & Harold 1996). According to Carr (1996), at-
school involvement requires that parents initiate and be available for contact with school 
personnel. By attending conferences, school events, participating in parent/teacher 
organizations, and by serving in decision making roles in school councils, parents stay 
abreast of what is going on in their adolescent's learning. Eccles and Harold described at-
home involvement as a contract between the parent and child that is focused on the child's 
schooling. Involvement of parents with school at home includes helping them with 
homework, encouraging them to study, answering questions, and offering them guidance on 
educational decisions. 
Results of three studies (Shumow & Miller, 2001 ; Carter & Wojtkiewicz, 2000; and 
Sanders, Epstein, & Connors-Tadros, 1999) that have looked at parent involvement in their 
adolescents', schooling are reported below. 
Effect of Parental Academic Involvement on Adolescents ' Academic Achievement 
Using a nationally representative sample, Shumow and Miller (2001) studied parent 
at-home and at-school academic involvement with young adults. They found gender 
differences of parents' involvement in school. Fathers of young adolescents reported being 
less involved than mothers. However both fathers and mothers were equally involved 
academically at home. Shumow and Miller also reported that parents of struggling students 
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were involved more at home in providing assistance with homework than other parents. 
Parents of students who performed well were more involved at school than other parents. 
Shumow and Miller (2001) also reported that educational level of the parents 
influenced the involvement patterns of parents. Parents with high school education helped 
their children with homework more than those who had not graduated from high school. 
However, parents who had college-level education were more involved in school activities. 
The authors found parents' at-home involvement negatively related with performance on 
standardized tests but correlated positively with academic grades. In addition parents' 
academic involvement at school was associated with grades but did not have an effect on 
school adjustment. Shumow and Miller reported that while at-home involvement had a 
negative effect on academic grades and standardized test, it had a positive effect on the 
adolescents' schools adjustment. On the other hand, parents' at-school involvement was 
positively related with grades but had no effect on their adolescents' children achievement 
test score or school adjustment. Shumow and Miller's study also highlighted a parent gender 
difference in at-school involvement, with the fathers being involved less than mothers. 
Gender and Parent Involvement 
Carter and Wojtkiewicz (2000) focused on whether parental involvement in education 
was based on the gender of their adolescent children, using data from the National 
Educational Longitudinal Study. Carter and Wojtkiewicz analyzed gender differences of 
school discussions, parent school connections, parental expectations, and attendance of 
parents at school events, as well as three measures of parental supervision (checking 
homework, limiting television watching, and outings with friends). Results revealed 
gendered types of involvements. Female students engaged more frequently in school 
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discussions with parents than male students; parents had higher educational expectations for 
daughters than for the sons; and parents are more involved in school on behalf of sons than 
for daughters. 
Regarding supervision of their children, Carter and Wojtkiewicz (2000) reported that 
parents were less likely to check homework for girls than for boys and concluded that 
females are socialized to be good students and to complete homework more responsibly than 
are males. This explained why parents did not feel a great need to check their daughters' 
homework. No difference in gender was found in terms of limiting the amount of television 
viewing. However, parents were more likely to limit the amount of time females spent 
socializing with friends than they did for sons. Carter and Wojtkewicz concluded by alerting 
other researchers to establish motivation for gendered treatment of daughters and sons. 
Family and School Partnerships 
Sanders, Epstein, and Connors-Tadros (1999) examined the parents' perspectives of 
family partnerships. They examined the effects of high school programs partnerships on 
learning both at school and at home. These authors found that parents' attitudes towards 
school are positively influenced by schools partnerships programs. In addition, the study 
found that different type of school practices result in different involvement at home. In 
particular, parents' reports of involvement at home are positively and significantly influenced 
by school practices that assist parenting and facilitate interactions with adolescents on 
learning activities at home. Parental involvement at home is influenced by school practices to 
involve families. These associations are across race, gender, academic performance of 
adolescents, and parental and educational backgrounds. 
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Effect of Social Economic Status on Academic Achievement 
Lam (1997) reported that there was an established association between socio­
economic background and children's achievement. However he argues that this association is 
not direct and that achievement is linked to SES through income, education, or occupation of 
the head of the household. Lam's argument is based on the results of a meta-analysis of 200 
studies performed by White (1982). White examined the relationship between SES and 
academic achievement. He found that when SES was defined by education, income, and 
occupation, SES and academic achievement were weakly correlated. However among the 
traditional measures of SES—education, income, and occupation—income was the strongest 
correlate of SES. However Lam concludes that measures of SES that combine two or more 
indicators are more highly correlated with academic achievement than is any single indicator. 
Effect of SES on academic achievement is also mediated through other family 
processes and other ecological factors that influence accessibility of social, community, and 
economic resources that affect academic achievement. For example, Dearing (2004) found 
interaction of parenting processes (restrictive and supportive) and poor neighborhood and 
ethnicity to have a negative influence on adolescents' academic achievement. Adolescents 
residing in poorer quality neighborhoods were from ethnic minorities (i.e., African American 
and Latino American) who had low income and where parents had low education and were 
from blue-collar families. 
Several scholars have established relations between economic hardships and 
academic achievement in children and adolescents (Duncan & Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Eamon, 
2002; Garasky, 1995; Guo, 1998; Roscigno, 2000). Eamon (2005) posits that persistent 
poverty influences academic achievement by exposing children and adolescents to high risk 
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social environments. According to Eamon (2001), poor youth are more likely to live in 
disadvantaged neighborhoods characterized by low social support, high unemployment and 
high crime, and to attend low-quality resource schools. Economic hardships also lower 
academic achievement by creating economic stress which disrupts positive parent-child 
interactions and increases negative and conflicted family interactions and constraints ability 
for parents to provide cognitively stimulating environments necessary for positive academic 
experience (Eamon, 200; Guo & Harris, 2000; Gutman & Eccles, 1999). 
Consistent with the ecological model by Bronfenbrenner (1979), Eamon (2005) 
argues that youth who grow up in low SES are likely to live in segregated and poorly funded 
schools resulting in education disadvantages including low quality facilities, poor student 
attitudes towards achievement, and low course work. The US Department of Education 
(2003) has documented that students who attend schools with high percentage of poor 
minority students (who are normally in low SES), serious crime problems, low instructional 
expenditures, and few opportunities to enroll in advanced courses have lower achievement 
scores. 
Disadvantaged neighborhoods indirectly influence lack of informal and institutional 
resources. Such resources assist parents in socializing their children and providing them with 
supportive opportunities that enable them to influence their children's educational 
opportunities. 
Ainsworth (2002) and Dombusch et al. (1991) argue that lack of appropriate role 
models and adult supervision, restricted career and employment opportunity, and 
unsupportive or unhelpful networks, often found in economically low social environments, 
mediate the relationship between these environments and low academic achievements. 
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Family Processes Associated with Academic Performance 
This section focuses on family processes associated with generation hierarchy closely 
rated to how it is measured in this study. 
Nurturance fosters both connectedness and autonomy within parent-child 
relationships, allowing the adolescents to engage in successful interpretational associations 
beyond family boundaries (Steinberg, 2001; Steinberg et al., 1992). Because nurturance 
communicates to the adolescents that they are valued and accepted, their response 
(reciprocally) is to increase the frequency of nurturing behavior of parents by 
accommodating their actions to the parental expectations. Emotionally supportive 
relationships fostered by nurturance also encourage identification with parental attitudes and 
values that contribute to internalized conformity of parents' morals and role expectations 
(Steinberg, 2001; Steinberg & Morris, 2001). Performing well in school also falls within the 
realm of parental expectations for their children that it is not only socially desirable, but also 
rewarding for the adolescents. 
Coercion or punitive behavior consists of either verbal or physical attempts to apply 
firm control without benefit of rational explanation. Although coercive behavior may change 
the adolescent behavior in a short tem, there is evidence that it is counterproductive in 
encouraging long-term features of competence in adolescence. Adolescents perceive 
parental punitiveness and coercion as functionally superficial; in that both encourage 
compliance only to externally present authority. Genuine compliance to legitimate authority 
of the parents fosters responsibility through internalization of norms through reasonable 
expectation (Barber 2002; Peterson, Rollins & Thomas, 1985; Steinberg et al. 1992). 
Coercive and punitive behavior hinders development of autonomy that is accompanied by 
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continued ties with parents. Punitive and coercive parents foster feelings of rejection from 
adolescents rather than guide their adolescents towards independence within the context of 
positive relationships (Peterson et al., 1985; Eccles et al. 1991). Coercive and punitive 
interchanges within families contribute to deficit in important aspects of social-cognitive 
competence such as lower self-esteem, antisocial and problematic peer relationships, and 
poor academic performance (Pettit & Liard, 2002). Other forms of control attempts include 
love withdrawal and commands (Barber, 2002; McCoby & Martin, 1983). Parental 
commands are statements that parents make to adolescents that are not accompanied by 
punishment or threats of punishment whose goal is to gain short term compliance; parents 
may use commands for immediate impact in situations concerning independent behavior of 
adolescents when commands are used to avoid punitive behavior or when parents are seen as 
exercising legitimate authority. Commands are viewed as less repugnant than coercive 
behavior and evoke less hostility and resistance to parental authority (Peterson & Rollins, 
1987; Smith, 1988). Love withdrawal, on the other hand, refers to disciplinary behavior by 
parents such as scolding, isolation, or refusing to speak to the adolescent, aimed at instilling 
fear about losing the parent's emotional support. McCoby and Martin (1983) argue that 
withdrawal of love is used to keep adolescents responsive to parental perspective and inhibits 
movement towards autonomy. 
Research Questions and Hypotheses of the Study 
The review of literature exploring the relationship between family characteristics and 
family processes and how these relate to child outcomes especially to academic performance 
has provided the basis for formulating research questions and hypotheses for this study. The 
following research questions and hypotheses have been generated. 
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1. How are family, parent, and adolescent characteristics related to adolescents' 
academic performance? 
2. How are boundary regulation processes of proximity and generation hierarchy related 
to adolescents' academic performance? 
General Hypotheses of the Study 
1. Family characteristics (i.e., structure [marital status] and household incomes) are 
related to academic performance. 
2. Parents' characteristics of age, race, gender and level of education are related to 
adolescents' academic performance. 
3. Adolescents' characteristics of age race and gender are related to academic 
performance 
4. Boundary regulation processes of proximity and generation hierarchy are related to 
adolescents' academic performance. 
5. Adolescent peer interaction is a component of generational hierarchy processes, and 
this component is related to academic performance. 
Other Hypothesis 
Some more specific hypothesis about aspects of proximity and generation hierarchy 
will be developed and discussed in subsequent chapters after these two concepts are 
operationally defined. 
Assessing Previous Studies for Boundary Regulation Constructs 
To compare this study's theoretical motivation, methods and results to prior literature, 
Table 1 provides a summary of the studies reviewed in this chapter with respect to the 
theoretical constructs from Talmon and Woods 1983. Column headings identify studies and 
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theoretical constructs from Talmon and Woods (1983). Rows summarize constructs analyzed 
by prior studies, using the authors' terminology of constructs. The positive and negative 
signs in table cells indicate findings for effects on academic performance. 
Table 1 shows that prior research has focused primarily on proximity and the 
nurturance component of generational hierarchy, and that variables representing proximity 
and nurturance have positive effects on academic performance. The generational hierarchy 
constructs of autonomy and control have been studied less frequently. The influence of peer 
interaction as it relates to generational hierarchy has not been analyzed. 
This study will add peer interactions as an important component for understanding 
generational hierarchy, one which was not considered by Talmon and Woods. Furthermore 
this study will specify variables representing all of the proximity and generational hierarchy 
constructs, in Tables 8 and 9 and use them to predict academic performance. 
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CHAPTER 3. DATA AND METHODS 
This study utilized the second wave of data from the National Survey of Families and 
Households (NSFH) (Sweet, Bumpass, & Call, 1988). The NSFH data are from a 
longitudinal survey collected in three waves. The first wave, collected in 1987-88, consists of 
13,017 cases including a main cross-section of 9,637 households plus an over sampling of 
Blacks, Puerto Ricans, Mexican Americans, single-parent families, families with 
stepchildren, cohabiting couples, and recently married persons (Sweet et al.). In the first 
wave one adult per household was randomly selected as the primary respondent. In addition, 
a shorter self-administered questionnaire was given to the spouse or cohabiting partner of the 
primary respondent. 
The second wave of data was collected between 1992 and 1994 (Bumpass & Sweet, 
1996). In wave 2 an attempt was made to interview all primary and secondary respondents 
from wave 1, including secondary respondents who no longer lived with the primary 
respondents. Telephone interviews also were conducted with a randomly selected child (focal 
child) between the ages of 10-23. Wave 3 was conducted in 2001-2002. 
Wave 2 data were selected for this study because it includes transition events like 
birth, marriage, death, divorce, or remarriage that create structurally different families and 
variation in enactment of the processes of proximity and generation hierarchy. Also, 
according to Sweet et al. (1988), the design of NSFH permits the detailed description of past 
and current living arrangements and other characteristics and experiences, as well as analysis 
of the consequences of earlier patterns on current states, marital and parenting relationships, 
kin contact, and economic and psychological well-being. This information includes family-
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level variables, characteristics, and processes that allow assessment of the concepts of 
proximity and generation hierarchy, the main independent variables in this study. 
Study Sample 
The study sample consists of 1,254 main respondents, with an equal number of 
adolescents, the focal children. Responses of both the parents and adolescents were used in 
this research. The parent sample was obtained by selecting the main respondents who had a 
focal child aged 10-18. Therefore, the adolescent sample was a consequence of being the 
respondents' focal children aged 10-18 years. 
In the factor analysis that was used to obtain measures of boundary regulation the 
original sample 1,254 was reduced to 859 for parents and 898 for adolescents due to missing 
data. Missing data in factor analysis were dropped uniformly for all variables using the 
"Listwise Deletion Method" in SPSS for easier interpretation of the results. In the regression 
analysis of academic performance, both the parent and the adolescent samples were reduced 
further to 598 and 862 respectively, when the "Listwise Deletion Method" was used to drop 
missing cases. 
Measurement of Variables 
Dependent Variable 
The dependent variable for this study is academic performance. The NSFH measures 
academic performance of adolescents by parents' reports of "Focal child's usual grades" 
ranging from mostly A's to mostly F's. Adolescents reported "the sort of grades you get" 
also ranging from mostly A's to mostly F's. The two measures of academic performance are 
analyzed separately. 
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About 29% of parents (n = 365), compared to only 2% of adolescents (n=28), failed 
to report a grade for their child. The mean grade reported by both parents and adolescents 
was "mostly B's," with a standard deviation of two. About 60% (n= 537) of the parents, 
compared to 62% (n =768) of adolescents, reported a grade of B or higher. About 19% 
(n=166) of parents compared to 27% (n=329) of adolescents reported a grade of mostly A's 
or B's; 22% percent (n=199) of parents compared to 17% (n=202) of adolescents, reported 
mostly A's. Almost the same proportion (17.3%) of the parents (n= 154) and adolescents 
(17.7 %, n=237) reported grades of B's and C's. Similar percentage (16%) of parents 
(n=156) and adolescents (n= 202) reported grades of C's and D's. About the same proportion 
(3%) of parents (n=32) and adolescents (n=39) reported grades of D's and F's. 
Independent Variables 
Control variables 
Control variables in this study include characteristics of family structure and 
household income; parents' characteristics of race, gender, age, and education level; and 
adolescents' characteristics of race and age. 
Family structure is defined as parents' marital status dummy-coded to reflect five 
groups—married, separated, divorced, widowed, and never-married. About 70% (n=864) of 
the sample were married, 5.3 % (n= 67) were separated, 16% (n=206) were divorced 1.5% 
(n=19) were widowed, and 7.7% (n=97) were never married. The married group is the 
referent category for data interpretation. 
Total household income ranged form $0 to $700,000. For this study income was 
recoded into quartiles. The first quartile (n=305) had an income of $24,000 or less, the 
second quartile (n=305) had an income between $24,000 and $41,000, the third quartile 
(n=370) reported an income of $41,000-60,000, and the fourth quartile (n=303) has the 
widest range, $60,000-700,000. The first quartile is the referent category in the analysis. 
Parents' education level was measured in years of schooling completed. On average, 
parents reported 13 years, equivalent to one year after high school graduation. About 39% 
(n=491) had received a high school diploma, 22% (n=271) had 13 years, 14% (n= 174) had a 
college degree, 7% (n=70) had a Masters degree, and about 1% (n=14) had a Ph.D degree. 
Race was dummy-coded into four categories of White, Black, Hispanic, and other, 
with White as the referent category. The majority of the sample 71% (n=894) was White, 
followed by Blacks (19%, n=243) and Hispanics (8%, n=96 consisting of Mexicans, 
Chicano, Mexican-Americans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and other Hispanics). The "other" 
category (2%, n=24) is composed of American Indians and Asians. 
Age of the parent was treated as a continuous variable, ranging from 25-72 years 
with a mean of 40 years. The majority of parents 80% (n=1,049) were between 33 and 50 
years of age. Adolescents were divided into three age groups. The "pre-teens" aged 9-12 
were 36% (n= 452) of the adolescent sample and the "young teens" aged 13-15, were about 
39% (n=484) of the sample. The "older teens," aged 16-19 were the referent group, made up 
25% (n=312) of the sample. 
Gender of the parent and child were defined as dichotomous variables, with males as 
the referent category. In the parent group, 32% (n=400) were males while 68% (n=85l) were 
females. The adolescents were about half male and half female with 49% (n=604) males and 
51% (n=631 ) females. 
The next section focuses on operationalizing boundary regulation by performing 
factor analysis to examine what set of variables from NSFH represent the constructs of 
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proximity and generation hierarchy as outlined by Wood (1985) and Wood and Tamon 
(1983). 
Proximity and Generation Hierarchy 
Exploratory factor analysis was used to identify NSFH variables that reflect the 
latent constructs of proximity and generation hierarchy. This was necessary because previous 
studies that linked family processes to academic performance have not conceptualized them 
in an identical manner; that is, variables that have been used to measure one family process 
in one study have been used to measure a different family process in another study. 
Moreover, the conceptualization of boundary regulation as proximity and generation 
hierarchy by Wood and Talmon (1983) and Wood (1985), and the systems assumptions of 
interconnectedness and non-summativity, require that a multiplicity of family processes be 
used. Factors underlying the latent constructs of proximity and generation hierarchy are used 
as independent variables to predict academic performance (for details, see the section on 
factor analysis). 
Factor Analysis 
Exploratory factor analyses were performed to examine what set of variables 
represent the constructs of proximity and generation hierarchy. Perspectives of parents and 
adolescents in the NSFH are examined because both parents and children are involved in the 
task of boundary regulation. Both the parents and adolescents answered questions on family 
interaction patterns and processes. The questions directed to the parents and adolescents are 
not identical, however they were constructed to tap similar or identical processes (Sweet et 
al. 1988). The responses to questions that measure proximity and generation hierarchy from 
both parents and adolescents are factor analyzed separately. 
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Studies on family functioning and children's outcomes as well as academic 
performance have guided the selection of items (questions) for factor analysis. The 
conceptualization of proximity and generation hierarchy by Wood (1985) and Woods and 
Talmon (1983) and have provided the rationale for latent constructs that are reflected in the 
choice of items. 
As discussed in the section on the theoretical description of boundary regulation 
(Wood & Talmon, 1983; Wood 1985), there is empirical support for the proximity and 
generation hierarchy as two orthogonal dimensions of boundary regulation. These authors 
describe proximity in terms of six territories—contact time, personal space, emotional space, 
information space, conversation space, and decision making space—reflecting the physical 
and psychological relatedness of family members. Nurturance, control, alliances, coalitions 
and peers are the dimensions in which generation hierarchy is enacted. Wood argues that two 
families with identical scores in proximity and generation hierarchy may have different 
patterns on subcategories. Therefore Wood warns that it is not the quantity of interaction (in 
proximity) or the strength of generation hierarchy that constitute the differences in family 
functioning. Rather it is the patterns of subcategory frequency that should be compared to 
assess differences in functioning level between families. Creating scales simply by summing 
up item responses for a variety of question about family functioning would not be sufficient. 
However, further analysis may subcategorize patterns consistent with these theoretical 
constructs. 
The next section outlines the categories that were considered in selecting items for 
proximity and generation hierarchy as reported in the research literature. 
52 
Proximity 
NSFH items on proximity for both parents and the adolescent are outlined in 
Appendix A. The adolescent questions focus on how much time is spent at home or away 
from home on various activities including homework, working on projects, on leisure 
activities, on private talk, or on eating together. The questions to parents and adolescents also 
focus on the content of the conversations about homework, school activities, something that 
worried, excited, or interested the focal child, as well as parents' participation in school 
programs. The content of these questions reflects physical and psychological relatedness of 
family members, especially parent-adolescent relationship. 
There is lack of mutual exclusiveness in the type of activities that constitute the six 
arenas of family proximity outlined by Wood (1985) and Wood and Talmon (1983). For 
example, the arena of contact time may also constitute the area of information space and 
conversation space. The information shared in these arenas may be emotional in nature and 
could also involve decision-making. Therefore, while NSFH data may represent each of these 
arenas of family interaction, it is broad enough to capture activities that the six arenas 
represent in family interaction. The bottom line is that positive interaction between parents 
and children foster social competence that many studies have found to be associated with 
academic attainment (Bean, Bush, McKenry, & Wilson, 2003; Lam, 1997; Roderick, 2003; 
Wenztel & McNamara, 1999) 
Generation Hierarchy 
Items for inclusion in the factor analysis reflecting the concept of generation 
hierarchy reflect family processes of autonomy, nurturance/warmth, control, supervision and 
monitoring, and peer interaction. Several research studies have linked these processes to 
53 
academic attainment (Bean et al., 2003; Bush, 2002; Fuligni et al. 2001; Lam, 1997; Jones & 
Vêlez, 1997). 
Although the theoretical description of generation hierarchy by Woods and Talmon 
(1983) and Woods (1985) includes alliances and coalitions, this aspect of generation 
hierarchy is not included in factor analysis. Alliances and coalitions do not represent a family 
process but the composition of the generations of parents and adolescents. Therefore 
analyzing data from parents and adolescents separately recognizes the differences of the 
perception of family processes by the two generations. 
In line with Bulcroft et al. (1996, 1998), autonomy was measured by items that reflect 
parents' willingness to leave children alone at home and unsupervised at varying times. 
Leaving children alone calls for maturity and acceptance of responsibility on the child's part 
and for trust and relinquishing responsibility on the parents' part. Lateness of the weekend 
curfew also will be used to measure autonomy. Setting the curfew reflects the parents' desire 
or need to restrict the child's freedom because of the perception of the child as immature and 
thus unable to handle a risky environment outside the home and the influence of peer groups. 
Nurturance/warmth has been conceptualized in various ways including support, 
physical affection, and acceptance; it consists of behaviors that communicate warmth, 
affection, and rapport and convey a feeling of worth to the recipients (Steinberg, 2001). Over 
the years nurturance has been operationally defined in diverse ways—hugging, touching, 
praising, approving, encouraging, helping, and spending positive time together. Nurturance 
in NSFH is assessed using items that reflect warmth and support or lack thereof between 
parents and children. It includes information on physical expression of affection—kissing 
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and hugging between parents and their adolescent children. It is also indicated by absence of 
nurturance/warmth and how often parents spank, slap, or yell at their children. 
Control attempts consist of the methods parents use to control their children in an 
attempt to get them to do what they want. These include: direct control, coercive or punitive 
behavior, psychological control exhibited through withdrawal of love, and indirect control 
through regulation behavior through parental supervision and monitoring of adolescent 
behavior. These control strategies will be discussed briefly, followed by a description of the 
NSFH questions that represent them. 
This study focuses on parents attempt to control the child's behavior. Direct control 
will be assessed by whether or not the parent restricts the amount of television and the 
programs a child watches. Items reflecting attempts to influence the child's behavior include: 
threats to take away privileges, offers of extra privilege or money, and shouting or yelling. 
Indirect control involves supervision and monitoring. Supervision is the extent to 
which parents oversee activities of children to ensure compliance with family rules and goals. 
Supervision will be measured by items reflecting the number of times parents check on 
whether their child has done homework or other school assignments, and whether they keep 
track of their children for weekday and weekend curfews. Monitoring is the extent to which 
parents actively seek out and maintain information about their children's activities and their 
whereabouts (Barber, 2002; Pettit & Laird, 2002). It will be assessed by three items 
reflecting how much parents know about how their children spend time away from home, 
how they spend their money, and what they do during their free time. 
A critical task of early adolescence is to begin developing a healthy sense of 
autonomy within their relationships with parents and their peers (Collins, Harris, & Sussman, 
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1995; Eccles et al. 1991). Children who experience excessive psychological control or 
inadequate control enter adolescence with a stronger orientation towards their peers and seek 
their advice and support more than other children do (Fuligni et al., 2001). Although strong 
orientation towards their peers is not necessarily a precursor to doing poorly in school, when 
it is excessive, they tend to become involved in delinquent peer groups and have more 
difficulty in high school (Fuligni et al. 2001). Extreme delinquent behavior has a negative 
influence on academic performance. 
Coding 
Appendix A shows responses of parents and adolescents to questions from the NSFH 
on family functioning behavior. The coding scheme (in red) shows that some variables were 
recoded to reflect the frequency that the behavior occurred, or reverse-coded for consistency 
in interpretation. Categorical variables with "yes" "or no" responses to whether a behavior 
occurred followed with how often the behavior did occur were made into a continuous 
variable by combining both responses. The newly computed variable became the 
combination of both variables. For example, ML17r and ML18r (r for recoded) becomes 
ML1718 with the response of "yes" in variable ML 17 taking on the values of the frequency 
of the behavior in ML 18 and the response of "no" taking the value of "zero," indicating that 
the behavior did not occur. The coding of questions resulted with a list of variables and value 
labels that were used for factor analysis shown in Appendix B. The coding scheme acts as a 
guideline in the interpretation of the factor loadings. 
To obtain correlated linear combinations of the latent variables of proximity and 
generation hierarchy, principal component analysis with oblique rotation was performed 
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 13 on responses from the parents 
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and focal children separately. A pairwise deletion method for missing cases was used to 
identify missing data for each variable. Variables with over 400 missing responses— 
variables ML36r (497), ML37r (551), ML38 (463), and ML54 (1254)—were eliminated from 
the factor analysis list, yielding a sample of 859 parents and 898 focal children, henceforth 
referred to as adolescents (see Appendix B). 
Results for Factor Analysis 
The Kaiser-Myer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) test of sphericity 
was performed to determine if these data differ significantly from the identity matrix and if 
they were appropriately multivariate normal and acceptable for factor analysis. The measure 
yielded a chi square value of value of .701 (p< .001) for parents and .643 (p< .001) for 
adolescents, indicating that these data were appropriately multivariate normal and acceptable 
for factor analysis. 
Tables 2 and 3 show the total variance explained for both parents and adolescents. 
Nine components (factors) for parents and six for adolescents were extracted. The nine 
factors explain almost 56% of the total variation in the items factored for the parents, and the 
six factors explain 54% of the total variation in the items factored for adolescents. The first 
factor, proximity, for the parents explains 12.59% of the variance while for the adolescents 
the first factor, monitoring, explains 14.65% of the variance. The first and second factors 
together for the parents explain 20% of the total variance and 25% for the adolescents. 
Factor Loadings and Corresponding Latent Constructs 
Table 4 and 5 show factors and their loadings from the structure matrix for the parent 
and adolescent samples respectfully. Using a factor loading of at least 0.4, nine factors were 
extracted from the parents' sample and six from the adolescents' sample. One item (ml39r 
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with a loading of .321-Number of days you checked whether child did homework) was 
eliminated from Factor 1 in the parents' sample. Table 4 shows nine factors from the parents 
sample that are believed to represent latent constructs that reflect interaction within the 
family as listed: Factor 1 Proximity, Factor 2 Verbal Discipline, Factor 3 Autonomy, Factor 4 
Peer Interaction, Factor 5 School-related Proximity, Factor 6 Negotiation, Factor 7 Harsh 
Discipline, Factor 8 Parental Incentive, and Factor 9 Knowledge of Friends. 
Table 5 shows six factors reflecting family interaction patterns reported by the 
adolescents represented by the following latent constructs: Factor 1 Monitoring, Factor 2 
Peer Interaction, Factor 3 Parental Influence, Factor 4 Firm Control, Factor 5 Proximity, and 
Factor 6 Autonomy. In the adolescent sample (fy37r-How often you have friends come over 
to your home, with a loading of .396) was eliminated from Factor 6. 
Second-Order Factor Analysis 
The large number of factors generated in the first-order factor analysis suggests the 
need for further summary. Therefore a second-order factor analysis was conducted to reduce 
the first order factors (Jorëskog 1969; Jorëskog & Sôrbom, 1996; Rindskopf & Rose, 1988). 
According to Jorëskog and Sôrbom, second-order analysis is used when there is need to 
reduce the factors to find a better fit for the data. Second order analysis has been used in 
various disciplines including business, agriculture, health psychology, and education 
LaCourse, Villenerve, & Claes, 2003; Rindskopf & Rose, 1988; and Taub, 2001). Jorëskog 
and Sôrbom, (1996), demonstrate the use of second-order analysis in which five factors 
derived by use of first-order analysis were fitted to the data better by being reduced to two 
factors in the second-order analysis. Moreover, guided by the theory of Wood and Talmon 
(1983) and Wood (1985) that proximity and generation are two key separate constructs of 
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boundary regulation, a second-order factor analysis was conducted to ascertain whether 
proximity may be a distinct factor from generation hierarchy in terms of boundary regulation. 
Studying and applying the assumptions of systems theory led the author to the belief 
that interaction patterns that constitute family processes are not mutually exclusive 
(interconnectedness assumption). They may be triggered or result from other interaction 
patterns (non-summativity assumption). For example, interaction in a dimension of either 
proximity (like contact) or generation hierarchy (control) may trigger interaction in the other 
dimensions of proximity or generation hierarchy. For example an adolescent may be sharing 
information about not having completed school work (school-related proximity) that may 
trigger verbal discipline from a parent. If the parent gets a favorable response from the 
adolescent son/daughter, it may invoke more of a negotiating spirit on the part of the parent 
and who in turn may offer to help in completing school work. If on the other hand, the 
adolescent responds negatively to verbal discipline, the parent may resort to harsh (physical) 
discipline. Such a measure may set off other negative responses from the adolescent and 
interfere with the adolescent's ability to disclose problems (information space and emotional 
space) that a child may be going through. 
Results of the Second-order Factor Analysis 
As in the first-order factor analysis, principal component analysis was used to 
perform second-order factor analysis. Results of the second-order factor analysis for parents' 
and adolescents' show that proximity did not load as one of the four factors that emerged 
from the nine factors from the parents' sample. Even though two factors emerged from the 
six factors in the adolescents' sample, proximity did not load as a separate factor. 
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Consequently, contrary to Wood (1985), the second-order analysis failed to confirm that 
boundary regulation has two distinct latent constructs of proximity and generation hierarchy. 
Specific results of the second-order factor analysis yielded the Kaiser-Myer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) with a value of .555 for parents and .538 
adolescents, both significant at/? <001. Table 6 and 7 show the total variance explained for 
both parents and adolescents. Table 6 indicates that the first factor— "Easy-going"—explains 
16% of the variance among the items factored and the four factors explain over half—52% 
of the variance. Table 7 shows the variance explained by the two factors in the second-order 
analysis is about 40%, with each factor explaining about half (20%) of the total explained 
variation in the items factored. 
Table 8 and 9 show second-order factors and their loadings from the structure matrix 
for the parent sample and for the adolescent sample respectfully. Four second-order factors 
that emerged from the nine factors of the first-order analysis from the parents' sample, while 
two second-order factors emerged from six first-order factors from the adolescents sample. 
Second-order factors constitute family functioning variables that were used as independent 
variables to predict effect of boundary regulation on academic performance. The family 
functioning variables were given functional names that describe boundary regulation patterns 
in line with the content of the items loading on each factor. Table 7 indicates factors from the 
parent sample are as follows. Factor 1 "Easy-going," consists of School-related Proximity, 
Knowledge of Friends, and Negotiation. Factor 2 "Closeness," is made up of Verbal 
Discipline and Proximity, 'Factor 3 "Toughness," encompasses Parental Incentive and Harsh 
Discipline. The last one, Factor 4 "Guidance," is made up of Peer Interaction and Autonomy. 
The two second-order factors from the adolescent samples seen on table 8 are: Factor 1 
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"Relaxed," that consists of Monitoring, Autonomy and Proximity, and Factor 2 
"Negotiation," encompasses Parental Incentive, Peer interaction and Firm Control 
Factor Analysis Results and Theoretical Constructs 
Tables 10 and 11 provide a summary of how this study's theoretical constructs, primarily 
based on Wood and Talmon's (Wood & Talmon 1983) concepts of proximity and 
generational hierarchy for boundary regulation have been operationalized with NSFH 
variables. The tables also show the results of variables in the first order factor analysis and 
then how the first order factors make up the second order factors. Table 10 is for the parent 
sample, and Table 11 is for the adolescent sample. These tables track how each construct 
was supported in both the first and second order factor analysis results. The tables show that 
the first order factors obtained are consistent with the theoretical constructs and demonstrate 
separate and distinct factors for proximity, versus generational hierarchy constructs. 
However the second order factor analysis further reduced the number of factors. Comparing 
the middle columns to the right-most columns in both tables shows that some second-order 
factors are comprised of first order factors for both proximity and generational hierarchy. In 
other words, the tables summarize that the second order factor analysis rejects the belief of 
Talmon and Woods that proximity and generational hierarchy are separate and distinct 
dimensions of boundary regulation. 
Family Functioning Variables (Parents): Hypothesized Relationship with Academic 
Performance 
This section will focus on the meaning of the four family functioning variables from 
the parents— "Easy-going," "Closeness," "Toughness" and "Guidance"—in terms of 
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boundary regulation patterns. These patterns will be used to hypothesize how these variables 
are related to adolescents' academic performance. 
"Easy-going" boundary regulation consists of parents reporting low knowledge of 
friends, which may indicate that these parents are probably not around much when their 
adolescent children's friends are visiting. These same parents report high level of school 
related proximity and high level of negotiation in their interaction with their children. Given 
the high negotiation level of these parents and low level of knowledge of friends by the 
parents it seems that these parents are very easy-going. Previous research has established that 
parents' participation in school-related activities has a positive relationship with academic 
performance. However, the school can also initiate school-related proximity by contacting 
parents if the children are not doing well or they get into trouble. Therefore I hypothesize that 
"Easy-going" boundary regulation is negatively related to academic performance 
(Hypothesis I) 
"Closeness" is a combination of proximity and verbal discipline. Parents physically 
express affection for their children and help them perform tasks as well as engage in various 
activities together with them. Proximity has been associated with positive children outcomes 
including academic performance. Verbal discipline is instructive and sets boundaries for 
behavior. Setting limits for behavior is associated with positive outcomes for adolescents. 
Therefore I hypothesize that "Closeness" in boundary regulation is positively related to 
academic performance (Hypothesis II). 
"Toughness" consists of Parental Incentive and Harsh Discipline. Parents report 
behavior that would be characterized as harsh while at the same time they report offering 
incentives for their children to behave well. Previous studies have found harsh discipline to 
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have a negative relationship with academic performance. However because it is combined 
with low levels of parental incentive, the latter may offset the harmful effects of harsh 
discipline. Therefore I hypothesize that "Toughness" in boundary regulation is positively 
related to academic performance (Hypothesis III). 
"Guidance" is a combination of Peer Interaction and Autonomy. Autonomy has a 
negative loading implying that parents who report that their adolescent children have less 
autonomy are left alone less. These same parents report their children have many friends. 
Generally adolescents socialize more than other groups. We would expect those with a high 
number of friends to socialize even more. Because they entertain their friends when their 
parents are around, they get the benefit of parental watchful eyes and thus receive guidance. 
Although autonomy has been found to be negatively associated with grades, low autonomy 
may yield the opposite effect. Therefore, I hypothesize that "Guidance" in boundary 
regulation is positively related to academic performance (Hypothesis IV). 
Family functioning Variables (Adolescents): Hypothesized relationship with Academic 
Performance 
Table 6 shows "Relaxed" and "Compromise" as the two family functioning variables 
from the second-order analysis for the adolescents' sample. Their meaning in terms of 
boundary regulation patterns will be discussed, and their hypothesized relationship with 
academic performance stated in this section. 
"Relaxed" consists of three factors—Monitoring, Autonomy, and Proximity. 
Monitoring has a negative loading, because adolescents report that their parents have little 
knowledge of how they spend money, time, and whom they spend time with. These 
adolescents also report that they have high autonomy since they are alone when parents are 
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not home at night. In addition these adolescents report high proximity-by spending a 
considerable amount of time with their parent on activities, eating meals, and working on 
projects. 
There is no guarantee that rules that are followed in the presence of parents are 
followed in their absence. Without their parent's watchful eye, accountability for adolescent 
children's behavior is greatly reduced, often resulting in delinquent behavior. Monitoring 
creates the opportunity for parents to offer guidance or set limits. Studies have found both 
monitoring and proximity to have a positive relationship with academic performance. 
However findings on the effects of autonomy on academic performance are mixed and thus 
inconclusive. In light of the foregoing, I hypothesize that "Relaxed" boundary regulation is 
negatively related to academic performance (Hypothesis V). 
"Compromise" boundary regulation is a combination of Negotiation, Peer 
Interaction, and Firm Control, with the latter having a negative loading. Adolescents 
reporting low firm control also report that their parents negotiate with them and that they 
have many friends. Instead of attempting to control their adolescents, these parents reason 
with them to get them to do what they want done. Adolescents usually receive undue 
influence from friends through peer pressure. However, these adolescent choose to negotiate 
with their parents, allowing their parents' experience to influence and guide their behavior. 
Studies have found adolescents who receive guidance from their parents have better 
relationships with their peers and teachers and perform better than those who receive no 
guidance from their parents. Therefore I hypothesize that "Compromise" boundary regulation 
is positively related to academic performance (Hypothesis VI). 
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Data Analysis 
Having completed the first-order and second-order analyses and outlined the 
hypothesis to be tested in this study, the remainder of the data analysis focuses on regression 
analysis. First, descriptive statistics were run on both the control and the family functioning 
variables to determine their means, standard deviations, minimums, maximums, and 
skewness. Regression analysis was performed using SPSS 13 for Windows. Five block 
models were run separately for the parents and adolescents with control variables and family 
functioning variables. Control variables consisted of family structure, household income, 
parents' characteristics-race gender, age, and education level, and adolescents' 
characteristics-gender and age. The family functioning variables are the boundary regulation 
patterns obtained from second- order factors "Easy-going," "Closeness," "Toughness," and 
"Guidance" generated from the parents sample, and "Relaxed" and "Compromise" from the 
adolescents sample. 
Parents Models 
Five nested models run for the parents and listed below used parents' report of the 
adolescents' grades to predict academic performance 
Model 1: 
Academic performance = Po+ PiXi (marital status) 
Model 2: 
Academic performance = p0+ PiXi (marital status) + p2X2 (household income) 
Model 3: 
Academic performance = p0+ P,X, (marital status) + p2X2 (household income) + p3X3 (race) 
+ P4X4 (age of parent) + p5X5 (education level of parent) + p6X6 (gender of parent) 
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Model 4: 
Academic performance = Po + PiXi (marital status) + p2X2 (household income) + P3X3 (race) 
+ P4X4 (age of parent) + B5X5 (education level of parent) + B6Xô (gender of parent) + B7X7 
(gender of child) + B8X8 (age of child) 
Model 5: 
Academic performance = Po+ P1X1 (marital status) + p2X2 (household income) + P3X3 (race) 
+ P4X4 (age of parent) + P5X5 (education level of parent) + P^Xg (gender of parent) + P 7X7 
(gender of child) + p8X8 (age of child) + P9X9 ("easy- going") + P10X10 ("closeness") + 
PiiXn (toughness) Pi2X12 ("guidance"). 
The five nested models run for adolescents were identical to those run for the parents 
except for Model 5 shown below, with "Relaxed," and "Compromise" as the family 
functioning variables. The models for the adolescent used adolescents' self report of their 
grades. 
Model 5: Academic performance = p0+ P1X1 (marital status) + p2X2 (household income) + 
P3X3 (race) + P4X4 (age of parent) + p5X5 (education level of parent) + p6X6 (gender of 
parent) + p 7X7 (gender of child) + p8X8 (age of child) + p9X9 ("relaxed") + p10Xi0 
("compromise"). 
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Means, standard deviation, minimum and maximum, and skeweness of all continuous 
study variables are shown in Table 12 below. The means and standard deviation of all the 
study variables (continuous and categorical) for parents are in Table 13 and Table 14 for the 
adolescents. The skewness values for the continuous variables study variables except for 
income (5.362) lie between - 2 and +2 indicating acceptable distributions. 
TABLE 12. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF CONTINUOUS STUDY VARIABLES 
Variable **M SD Min. Max. Skewness 
Grades reported by Parents 5.8493 1.76036 1.00 8.00 -.563 
Grades reported Child 5.9176 1.59250 1.00 8.00 -.640 
Household Income 47232 39595 .00 700200 5.362 
Education Level 13.0272 2.39504 2.00 20.00 .125 
Age of the Parent 39.9688 6.44803 25.00 72.00 .758 
Age of the Child 13.7129 2.12778 9.00 18.00 .258 
Regression Results 
The results of the regression analysis using both the parent and the adolescent 
samples confirm the three hypotheses relating control to adolescents' academic performance 
variables as follows: Family characteristics-family structure and income-are related to 
adolescents' academic performance; parent's characteristics—race, gender, age and 
education-are related to adolescents' academic performance, and adolescents' characteristic-
gender and age-are related to adolescents' academic performance. The fourth hypothesis, 
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relating boundary regulation processes (family functioning variables) to academic 
performance, the main focus of this research, was also confirmed. Results from the parent 
and adolescent samples will be reported separately. 
Regression Results for the Parent Sample 
Table 13 presents the five models with standardized regression coefficients of the 
independent variables and their relationship with grades (academic performance) as reported 
by parents. The relationship between control variables and academic performance will be 
reported first followed by the results relating family functioning variables and academic 
performance. 
Family Characteristics 
Family Structure. Two categories of family structure that reflect single parenthood — 
divorced and never married—have a negative and significant relationship with academic 
performance. Divorced and never married categories of family structure in comparison to 
two parent families have a negative effect on adolescents' grades with coefficients of (|3= -
.098, p< .01) and (J3= - .117 p< .01) respectfully. The bigger size of the coefficient of the 
never married category relative to the divorced category indicates that those adolescents from 
never married single parents do worse than those with divorced single parents. 
Income. Addition of income in Model 2 increases the value of adjusted R2 from .013 
to .037. Having a high income—being in the "fourth quartile"—compared to referent 
category of low income of the first quartile is positively related to grades ([3= .185, p< .001). 
With addition of income to Model 2 both categories—divorced and never married—cease to 
be significantly related to academic performance. Income seems to diminish the negative 
effect that being divorced and never married have on grades. This is not surprising given that 
68 
income and marital status are correlated, with married couples having more income than 
either non-married or divorced (Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; Lam, 1997; Thomson et al. 1994). 
Parent Characteristics 
Race and gender. Addition of race and gender of the parents in Model 3 is significant 
(p< 001), and the size of R2 more than doubles from .049 to .101. Only one category of race, 
that is, "Other," in comparison to being White is significantly related to grades (p< .01). This 
relationship is positive (P = .104) and remains significantly rated to academic performance 
with addition of adolescent characteristics in Model 4 (P = .011, p< .01), and in Model 5 (P = 
.127, p< .01) with addition of family functioning variables. 
Education. Education level of the parent is positively and significantly related to grades 
(P= .191, p< .001). With the addition of adolescent characteristics in Model 4, education is 
still significantly and positively related to grade (P = . 199, p< .001). Although the size of the 
coefficient is reduced from .199 to .159 after adding family functioning variables in Model 5, 
the relationship between education of the parent and grades still remains significant (p< 
.001). This is consistent with other research that found education a strong predictor of 
adolescents' academic performance (Lareau, 1996; Shumow & Miller, 2001; Teachman et al. 
1996). 
Age of the parents. Age of the parent emerges as a significant factor (p< .05) and is 
positively related to adolescents' academic performance (P= .092) when gender and age of 
the adolescents are added to the equation in Model 4. The significant effect of age however 
disappears with the addition of family functioning variables in model 5. This could be 
attributed to the correlation between age of the parent and family functioning variables that 
were added. 
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Characteristics of Adolescents 
Gender and age. Addition of gender and age the of the adolescents in Model 4 more 
than doubles the size of adjusted R2 from .081 to .164 and is significant (p< .001). Male 
adolescents perform worse than females. Being male is negatively and significantly related to 
grades ((3= - .221, p< 001). This is the highest coefficient of all the variables so far 
Being a pre-teen (9-12 years) and younger teen (13-15years) positively and 
significantly related to grades compared to an older teen (16-18 years). The coefficient for 
the pre-teens is second highest (P= .200,/K. 001) while that for pre-teens is .155 (p< .01). 
The significant and negative relationship of being an adolescent male and grades persists 
even with addition of family functioning variables in Model 5. However the coefficient for 
males is slightly reduced to .206 though it remains highly significant (p< .001). Also both 
categories of age-the pre-teens and young teens- remain significant and positively related to 
grades in Model 5, with coefficient of .146 (p< .01) and .106 for preteens (p< .05). 
Family Functioning Variables 
Family functioning variables identified for the parent sample are "Easy-going," 
"Closeness," "Toughness," and "Guidance." Hypotheses relating family functioning 
variables (patterns of boundary regulation) to academic performance will be stated, followed 
by the results confirming or discontinuing them. 
Model 5 is the full model and contains family functioning variables that are of 
interest in this study. Adding family functioning variables of "Easy-going," "Closeness," 
"Toughness," and "Guidance" in Model 5 is significant (p< .000), and gives a big boost to 
the regression model. The R2 increases from .187 to .225 while the value of Adjusted R2 
increases from .164 to .198. 
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Contrary to what was predicted in hypothesis I that "Easy-going" boundary regulation 
is negatively related to adolescents' academic performance, the hypothesis was not 
confirmed by the data. No relationship was found between "Easy-going" and adolescents' 
academic performance. 
Hypothesis II, that is, "Closeness" in boundary regulation is positively related to 
adolescents' academic performance is confirmed. The predictive power of "Closeness" is 
highly significant (p< .001) and the highest among family functioning variables in Model 5, 
with a coefficient of. 149. Similarly hypothesis III, that is, "Toughness" in boundary 
regulation is positively related to adolescents' academic performance (P= .088) is confirmed, 
and it is also significantly related (p< .05). Like hypothesis II and III, hypothesis IV, which 
predicts a positive relationship between "Guidance" and academic performance is confirmed, 
This relationship is not only positive (P= .118) but it is also significant (p< .01). 
The next section will focus on the regression results using the adolescent sample. 
Like the section discussing results of the parent sample, the relationship between control 
variables and adolescents' academic performance will be reported first, followed by the 
result relating family functioning variables and academic performance. 
Regression Results for Adolescent Sample 
Results of the regression with the adolescent sample are summarized in Table 14. The 
five models show standardized regression coefficients that confirm the hypothesized 
relationship between control and family functioning variables and grades (academic 




Family structure. Addition of family structure to the model is significant (p < .01) 
with a change of .015 in R2. Two categories of single parenthood—divorced and never 
married— have a negative influence on adolescents' grades compared to two-parent families. 
Being divorced has a coefficient of - .093, and is significant (p< .01) while being never 
married has a coefficient of - .074, and is also significant (p<. 05). In Model 2, with the 
addition of income, divorced status retains the negative and significant effect on grades (P -
= .087,p< .01), with a slight drop in the size of the coefficient. However the negative and 
significant influence of never married status disappears. Addition of parent characteristics of 
race, gender and education in Model 3 do not diminish the effect of being divorced as it is 
still negatively and significantly related to grades (P = - .079, p< .01). 
Income. Only one category of income is related to adolescents' academic 
performance. Having high income- being in the fourth quartile-compared to the referent 
category of low income, is positively and significantly related to grades (P = A62,p< .001). 
The positive influence of high income on adolescents' academic performance is diminished 
with the addition of race, education level, gender, and age of the parent in Model 3. 
Parent Characteristics 
Addition of race, education level, gender, and age of the parent is significant {p< 
.001) and increases R2 from .033 to .096, making the value R2 Change .064 while the value of 
Adjusted R2 increases from .025 to .082. 
Race and gender. In Model 3 being Black compared to being White is significantly 
related to adolescents' grades (p< .01). This relationship is negative (P= - .080) and is 
sustained in Model 4 (P= - .073, p< .05), when adolescents' gender and age are added to the 
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model. Lower performance by Back adolescents is consistent with other studies that have 
found Black adolescent to perform poorly in comparison to their White counterparts (Bearing 
2004; Lam, 1997) 
Education level. Education level of the parents is positively and significantly related 
to adolescents' academic performance of the (|3= .256, p< .001). The value of the coefficients 
is slightly reduced in Model 4 (P= .233) with the addition of adolescents' characteristics. 
Similarly, addition of family functioning variables in Model 5 reduces the coefficients (P = 
.225). However the significance of positive relationship of education and adolescents' 
academic performance (p< .001) is sustained in both models. 
Adolescent Characteristics 
Gender and age. Addition of adolescents' gender and age to Model 4 is significant 
(p< .001). It increases the F value from 6.954 to 11.754 and more than doubles the value of 
Adjusted R2 from .082 to .167. Being female as opposed to being a male adolescent is 
significantly and positively related to grades (P= .\6A,p< .001). This relationship is sustained 
in Model 5 with the addition of family functioning variables (P= .154, p< .001). Both age 
groups-pre-teens and young teens-in comparison to being an older teen is positively related 
to grades with the category of pre-teens emerging as the strongest predictor of academic 
performance with the highest coefficient of .317 which is also significant (p< .001). The 
addition of family functioning in Model 5 does not diminish the strong relationship between 
the pre-teen age group and grades. It remains positive and significant (P= .248. p< .001). The 
coefficient for young teens is less than one third of the pre-teens' in Model 4 (P= .100) but it 
is also significant (p< .01). This significant relationship is sustained in Model 5 (P= .082,/? < 
.05) 
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Family functioning variables 
Model 5 is the full model and contains family functioning variables that are of interest 
in this study. Family functioning variables identified for the adolescent sample are "Relaxed" 
and "Compromise" boundary regulation patterns. Adding family functioning variables to the 
model is significant (p< .001). The adjusted R2 changes from .167 to .199 while R2 changes 
from .182 to .216. "Relaxed" and "Compromise" add to the explanatory power of the model 
and because they are significant when the effects of all the variables are controlled for. 
"Relaxed" boundary regulation pattern is negatively and significantly related to academic 
performance (|3= -.170, p< 001), as predicted in Hypothesis IV, is confirmed. This 
relationship is also significant. Similarly "Compromise" boundary regulation pattern is 
positively and significantly related to and adolescents' grades (|3= .088, p< .01), as was 
predicted in Hypothesis V. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this research was to examine whether family functioning in the task of 
boundary regulation is related to academic performance. Proximity and generation hierarchy 
were identified to conceptualize boundary regulation patterns or how family members 
interact. Proximity defines the physical and psychological relatedness between parents and 
children while generation hierarchy defines reciprocal generation role fulfillment of family 
members. Proximity and generational hierarchy were operationally defined using separate 
samples of parents and focal children from the NSFH data by performing first and second 
order factor analysis. Results of this analysis produced family functioning variables 
representing boundary regulation patterns. Family functioning variables from the new 
sample are "Easy-going." "Closeness," "Toughness," and "Guidance" and those from the 
adolescent sample are "Relaxed," and "Compromise." These variables were used to predict 
academic performance. Control variables for the study were family structure, income, race, 
gender, age, and education level of the parent and gender and age of the adolescent. 
Three main results emerged from this study. First, the second-order factor analysis 
confirmed that proximity and generation hierarchy work in combination to influence 
academic performance. Second, proximity was not identified as a distinct factor of boundary 
regulation as Wood and Talmon (1983) and Wood (1985) postulate. Third, the results from 
the regression analyses confirm the main premise of this study that family functioning in the 
task of boundary regulation influences adolescents' academic performance. 
The discussion will start with the results of the control variables followed by those 
from the family functioning variables. The link of the theoretical constructs in this study— 
boundary regulation patterns—and academic performance will be explored in relation to the 
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existing literature. Implications of the study for research practice as well study limitations 
will also be discussed. 
Effect of Control Variables 
Effects of control variables on academic performance for both the parent and 
adolescent samples are generally consistent with findings of other studies. Two categories of 
family structure—divorced and never married—compared to two parent families yielded 
significant relationships with adolescents' grades. Both categories were negatively related to 
grades, consistent with findings by several other studies (Amato, 2002; Demo & Acock, 
1996; Lam, 1997; Vandewater, 2005). 
The fourth quartile of income and education of the parent, both indicators of socio­
economic status, had positive and significant effects on grades. Similar findings were 
reported by Lam (1997), Demo and Acock, (1996), and Thomson et al. (1994). These results 
differ from findings by Amato & Fowler (2002) who also used the NSFH data set, and did 
not find any relationship between income and education to adolescents' academic 
performance. The reason for this discrepancy could be attributed to the way Amato and 
Fowler (2002) classified these variables. In Amato and Fowler's study, income was 
categorized as low or high, and education as two categories of "at least some college 
education" and "high school or less." In this study education was treated as a continuous 
variable and income was categorized in quartiles, while Demo and Acock (1996), Thomson 
et al. (1994) treated it as a continuous variable. Only the fourth quartile was significant, a 
level that may not have been captured by Amato and Fowler's classification as high or low. 
Perhaps for education the categories of "high school or less" and "at least some college" did 
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not distinguish the educational levels enough to isolate the effect of the highest and lowest 
levels. 
In comparison to the referent group of "White" adolescents, only one category of 
race—"Other"—was positively significant related to grades for the parent sample, while for 
the adolescents, only the category of Black had a significant relationship with grades. 
However unlike that of the "Other" category in the parent sample this relationship was 
negative. The "Other" category of race includes Asians who generally perform better 
academically (Vandewater, 2005). Other studies have found that African Americans (Black) 
perform worse compared to other categories of race (Bearing 2004; Roscigno, 2000). Other 
factors however, contribute to this relationship including low education expectations and 
poor neighborhoods (Bowen et al., 2002; Buncan & Brooks 1997; Bearing, 2004; Lam 
1997). 
Gender and age of the adolescents were both significant predictors of grades. Being 
male compared to being female is negatively correlated with grades, a finding that has been 
reported in other research (Amato & Fowler, 2002; Bemo & Acock, 1996). By contrast 
being a pre-teen or a younger-teen as opposed to being an older teen yielded a positive effect 
on adolescents' academic performance. This same finding has been reported by other studies 
(Carter & Wojtkiewicz, 2000; Eccles, & Harold, 1996; Shumow & Miller, 2001). However, 
being a pre-teen emerged as the greatest predictor of grades reported by the adolescent. 
Family Functioning Variables 
All hypothesized relationships of family functioning variables, with the exception of 
one hypothesis, were confirmed. "Closeness," "Toughness," and "Guidance," "Relaxed," 
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and "Compromise" boundary regulation patterns had positive and significant effects on 
adolescents' grades. 
The "Easy-going" pattern of boundary regulation has no relationship with 
adolescents' academic performance even though a negative relationship was anticipated. 
Further exploration of "Easy-going" pattern of boundary regulation as it relates to academic 
performance is warranted, as several explanations for its non-significant relationship are 
plausible. Parents who use "Easy-going" pattern have low knowledge of their adolescents' 
children's friends, thus may not detect negative influence that friends may have on 
performance. "Easy-going" parents also negotiate with their children, and it would make 
sense that their negotiation includes topics on behaviors that promote positive academic 
performance which would offset negative influence that friends may bring. In addition, 
parents in "Easy-going" boundary regulation pattern also report high school-related 
proximity. The latter may have a positive impact on grades when parent's school-related 
proximity is used to enhance performance. However high school-related proximity may be 
required by the school because adolescents are already doing badly or/and are involved in 
delinquent behavior. In this case "Easy-going" may have a negative relationship with 
performance. 
The finding that Closeness in boundary regulation is positively related to academic 
performance is a legitimate expectation. These parents express both physical and emotional 
affection toward their adolescent children, and set limits through verbal instruction. These 
factors have been associated with positive outcomes for adolescents including grades 
(Steinberg, 2001; Barber, 2000). 
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"Toughness" in boundary regulation like "Closeness" was positively related to 
adolescents' academic performance. Although both Amato & Fowler (2002) and Demo & 
Acock (1996) found negative effects of harsh discipline and aggression respectively, on 
adolescent's academic performance, it would seem that this negative effect is offset by 
parental incentive. Parental incentive may be directed towards adolescents' school related 
behavior that positively affects grades, because parents understand the importance of good 
grades. 
"Guidance" boundary regulation was positively related with adolescents' academic 
performance. This pattern of boundary regulation involves giving limited autonomy to 
adolescents when these adolescents have many friends. Some studies have found peer 
relations to have a negative influence on academic performance in absence of parental limits 
(Mounts & Steinberg, 2001; Fuligni et al., 2001; Bowen, Bowen &Ware, 2002). Limited 
autonomy involves parents supervising their adolescent children's activities, including their 
interaction with their peers. Supervision minimizes negative peer pressure among adolescents 
which serves to ensure activities geared towards positive adolescents' outcomes including 
grades. Steinberg (1992); Fletcher, Darling, Steinberg & Dombusch, (1995), found the 
protective effect of good parenting in the face of peer pressure especially beneficial for both 
White and African-Americans, while Dearing (2004) reported similar findings for both 
African-Americans, and Hispanic adolescents. 
As anticipated, "Relaxed" pattern has a negative effect on grades because the 
adolescents are monitored less even though they have high autonomy. They also spend a lot 
of time with their parents. Monitoring the activities of children on the part of the parents 
ensures that they are not engaged in delinquent or truant behaviors that affect their 
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performance. Therefore even though parents spend time with them on activities, when 
parents are not with them there is no one to set limits. While it is important for adolescents to 
have autonomy, that needs to be balanced with parental supervision. While proximity has 
been found to be positive (Thomson, et al. 1994; Amato & Fowler, 2002) the effect of 
unlimited autonomy, outweighs the benefits gained, resulting in bad grades. 
"Compromise" boundary had a positive effect on grades. This pattern of boundary 
regulation is characterized by negotiation, peer interaction, and low control. Too much 
control has been found to be related negatively to academic performance. Instead of using 
controlling techniques to get their adolescent children to do what needs to be done, these 
parents negotiate with them. This gives room for parents' experience to influence their 
behavior. Adolescents who receive guidance from their parents have better relationships with 
their peers and teachers and perform better than those who receive no guidance from their 
parents 
The Contribution to Family Scholarship 
This study has attempted to link theory and measurement in the study of family 
functioning as suggested by Bartle and Sabatelli (1995). The research also responded to 
criticism by Bengtson, Acock, Allen, Dilworth-Anderson & Klein, (2005) about the lack of 
theoretical base for research and called upon researchers including students to engage in the 
process of theorizing. Concepts of proximity and generation hierarchy proposed by Wood 
and Talmon (1983) and Wood (1985) to characterize boundary regulation patterns provide a 
link between family characteristics and family processes which explains how boundary 
regulation is related to academic performance. Conceptualization of boundary regulation has 
been theoretical. Performing exploratory factor analysis to yield statistically valid measures 
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of boundary regulation is an important contribution to family scholarship and in particular to 
family assessment. 
This study builds on previous studies to validate the relationship of predictive power 
included in NSFH variables while adding new findings on other family processes that 
influence family outcomes, in particular academic performance. As suggested by Demo & 
Acock (1996) in the bid to strengthen and validate their study, multiple informants were 
utilized for this study. Reports of family behavior and grades by both parents and their 
adolescent children were used for analysis. The finding that information from both the 
parents and their adolescent children is highly correlated validates the findings of my study 
and attests to the reliability of NSFH. 
With respect to theoretical constructs advanced by Wood & Talmon (1983) that 
motivated this research and how they have been applied, the effect of boundary regulation on 
academic performance blends both elements of proximity and generation hierarchy. 
Specifically, the systemic approach linking family functioning variables to academic 
performance has not been identified by other scholars, including Amato & Fowler (2002), 
Demo & Acock (1996), and Thomson et al. (1994). However the systemic approach has 
highlighted the importance of including other measures of adolescent functioning like 
autonomy measured by Bulcroft et al. (1996, 1998) as independence-giving., and peer 
relationships (Steinberg, 2001; Steinberg et al., 2000; Eccles et al., 1991). 
Reflecting upon specific results from the regression analysis, this study has confirmed 
the importance of family, parent, and adolescent characteristics on adolescents' academic 
performance. More importantly however, the strong explanatory power of family functioning 
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Variables, created through first and second order factor analysis, serve to reinforce the 
importance of family processes for adolescent outcomes. This is especially pertinent for the 
studies of academic performance. Therefore future studies of adolescent academic 
performance, whether by family scholars or otherwise, should be cognizant of the central role 
of family functioning processes. 
Implications of Study Limitations for Future Research 
A few important limitations need to be noted. Community variables such as the 
urbanicity of the respondents' place of residence, the percentages of those in the county with 
high school diploma or size of the county were not included in this study. These variables 
could account for ecological influences on both the parents' and adolescents' perception of 
proximity and generation hierarchy processes. Adding adolescents' personality 
characteristics—self-esteem, externalizing and internalizing behavior—or parents' individual 
or relationships characteristics, such as the level of depression or level of marital conflict, 
that have been included in other studies, would also refine the findings of this research. 
Finally, the demographic representation of the population in this study may have been 
compromised by dropping cases due to missing data. 
Implication for Policy and Practice 
The predictive power of family functioning variables derived from the interaction of 
proximity and generation hierarchy has implication for family life and school programs. It 
matters what families do to enhance academic performance. Adolescents need closeness but 
they also need toughness. They need autonomy but they also need to be monitored. They 
need harsh discipline but need to be given incentive to do well. Adolescents can party and 
have friends and go places but parents should know their whereabouts. They need to have 
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rules but parents need to negotiate. They need love but parents also need to be tough. They 
need guidance but thy need some control as well. The family is not a democracy, especially 
during adolescence. 
Both schools and families need to set and enforce rules and not apologize for doing 
so, as these set the limits for children and adolescents. Limits facilitate the development of 
appropriate social, professional, and moral standards required for citizenship. 
The success of such a goal requires building partnerships with schools in ways of 
encouraging school-related proximity that are not focused around a child's behavior, but in a 
proactive way, to encourage school adjustment for adolescents. There is a need for schools 
to help families understand how they can guide their adolescents' learning in 
developmentally appropriate ways, and not to be judged unfit when things go wrong with 
their children. 
Programs that encourage partnerships with parents improve parental attitudes towards 
the school. They also motivate parents to have a part to play in the school programs and to 
have an avenue to voice their concerns. Educated parents are usually involved in their 
children's' education. Other, less educated parents, especially need to feel they have 
something to offer to their children without feeling judged if the only time they are in contact 
with a school is a result of bad behavior of their children. 
The evidence that adolescents whose families do not discuss selection of their courses 
are not likely to go to college (Plank & Jordan, 1997) underscores the importance of families 
getting involved and engaging in school-related discussions. Parents with less formal 
education can be involved in their teenager's education if schools provide useful information 
and guidance that transcends educational or linguistic barriers. 
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In conclusion, understanding the influence of boundary regulation on academic 
performance is critical for the design and implementation of programs that focus on 
collaboration between families and schools aimed at enhancing educational attainment of 
children, especially adolescents. 
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APPENDIX A. QUESTIONS FROM NSFH USED TO MEASURE PROCESSES OF 
BOUNDARY REGULATION 
Questions for Parents Questions for Adolescents 
Proximity Proximity 
ML17 Last week, did you spend time with The following questions are about your 
(focal child), just the two of you, for family relationships. The first set of 
example, working on homework or a questions will be about your 
project, in leisure activities, or just having (parent/parents/guardian). 
private talks? 
1 Yes 1 FY80 How many evenings last week did 
2 No 0 you eat dinner with your 
(parent/parents/ guardian)? 
ML18 
About how many hours did you do this with 00 None Recode = Copy 
(focal child)? 01 










50 or more 
ML1718 (Combined ) Recode 1 = Copv FY81 
ML18 Last week, did you spend time with your 
Hours last week spent on activities or (mother/stepmother's/father's partner), just 
private talk the two of you, for example, working on 
homework or a project, in leisure activities, 
ML23 During the last 30 days, how often or just having private talks? 
did you and (focal child) talk about 1 Yes 1 
something that was worrying (him/her): 2 No 0 
5 1 Almost every day 
4 2 Several times a week FY82About how many hours last week did 
3 3 About once a week you do this with her? 
2 4 Two or three times 00 Less than one hour Recode = 
1 5 Once Copy 





ML24 During the last 30 days how often 05-09 
did you and (focal child) talk about 10-14 
something that (he/she) was excited about 15-19 
or interested in? 20-24 
5 1 Almost every day 25-29 
4 2 Several times a week 30-34 
3 3 About once a week 35-39 
2 4 Two or three times 40 or more hours 
1 5 Once 
0 6 Never 
FY8182(Combined) Recode 1= Copy FY82 
Hours last week spent with mother step 
mother or mother partner on activities 
FY83 Last week, did you spend time with 
your (father/step- father/mother's partner), 
just the two of you, for example, working 
on homework or a project, in leisure 
activities away from home, or just having 
private talks? 
1 Yes 1 
2 No 0 
FY84 
About how many hours did you do this 
with him? 












40 or more hours 
FY8384 (Combined) Recode 1= Copy 
FY84 
Hours last week spent with father step 
father and father partner on activities 
99 
Some families are very physical in 
expressing affection and others are not so 
physical 
ML25 During the last week, have you 
given (focal child) a hug or kiss to express 
your affection? 
1 Yes i 
2 No 0 
ML26About how many times in the last 
week have you done this? 







ML2526 (Combined) Recode 1 = Copy 
ML26 
Number of times last week you kissed or 
hugged child 
ML40 In a typical school week, how many 
days do you help (focal child) with (his/her) 
homework or other school assignments? 








ML41 In a typical school week how many 
days do you: talk with (focal child) about 
school activities or events? 
00 Never Recode = Copy 
01 
02 
Some families are very physical in 
expressing affection, and others are not so 
physical. 
FY85 During the last week, has your 
parent/parents/guardian) given you a hug or 
kiss to express (his/her/their) affection for 
you? 
1 Yes 1 
2 No 0 
FY86 About how many days did this 
happen in the last week? 







FY8586 (Combined) Recode 1 = Copy FY 
86 








ML42 In a typical school week how many 
days do you talk with (focal child) about 
things (he/she) has learned in school? 








ML50 During the last 12 months, about 
how many times, if at all, did you attend a 
school event in which (focal child) 
participated such as a play, sports 
competition, concert, or science fair? 








50 or more 
ML51During the last 12 months, about how 
many times did you attend a meeting for 
parents at the school (for example, to get 
information about school programs or 
policies or to hear about parents' concerns)? 









50 or more 
Generation Hierarchy Questions 
Peers Interaction Peer Interaction 
ML13. About how many good friends does FY34 How many good friends do you have 
(focal child) have who are (boys/girls)? who are (boys/girls)(This refers to friends 
(This refers to good friends who are same the same sex as R) 
sex as child None Recode = Copy 





20 or more 10-14 
15-19 
ML14 About how many good friends does 20-29 
(he/she) have who are girls/boys)? (This 30-39 
refers to good friends who are opposite sex 40 or more 40-96 
of child) 
00 None Recode = Copy FY35 How many good friends do you have 
01-04 who are (boys/girls)? (This refers to friends 
05-09 the opposite sex R) 
10- 14 00 None Recode = Copv 
15-19 01 
20 or more 02 
03 
04 
ML 15 How frequently does (focal child) 05-09 
have friends come to your home for fun or 10-14 
to work on something together? Is it 15-19 
Recode: 20-29 
0 1 never or rarely, 30-39 
1 2 once a month or less, 40 or more 40- 96 
2 3 several times a month, FY37 How frequently do you have friends 
3 4 about once a week, come to your home? 
4 5 several times a week, or Would you say it is: 
5 6 almost every day? 0 1 never or rarely, 
I 2 once a month or less, 
2 3 several times a month, 
3 4 once a week, 
4 5 several times a week, or 
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5 6 almost every day? 
Nurturance Nurturance 
ML 19 When (focal child) does something FY87 Has your (parent/parents/guardian) 
especially bad, how often do you talk to hit or spanked you during the last week 
(him/her) about what (he/she) did wrong: because you did something (he/she/they) 
didn't like? 
0 1 Never 1 Yes 1 
1 2 Less than half the time 2 No 0 
2 3 About half the time 
3 4 More than half the time FY88 About how many times did this 
4 5 Always happen in the last week? 
01 Recode = Copy 
02 
ML20 When (focal child) does something 03 
especially bad, how often do you yell at 04 
(him/her)? 05-09 
0 1 Never 10-14 
1 2 Less than half the time 15-19 
2 3 About half the time 20-24 
3 4 More than half the time 25-29 
4 5 Always 30-34 
35-39 
ML21 When (focal child) does something 40 or more times 
especially bad, how often do you: take away FY8788 (Combined) Recode 1 = Copy 
(his/her) privileges, like TV, movies or FY88 
dating? Number of times your parent has hit or 
0 1 Never spanked you when you did something he 
1 2 Less than half the time did not like 
2 3 About half the time 
3 4 More than half the time 
4 5 Always 
ML22 When (focal child) does something 
especially bad, how often do you: spank or 
slap (him/her)? 
0 1 Never 
1 2 Less than half the time 
2 3 About half the time 
3 4 More than half the time 
4 5 Always 
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ML27 Sometimes children behave well and 
sometimes they don't. In the last week have 
you had to spank or hit (focal child) when 
(he/she) behaved badly? 
1 Yes J 
2 No 0 
ML28 About how many times have you 
had to spank or hit (him/her) in the last 
week? 






ML2728 (Combined) Recode 1= Copy FY 
28 
Number of times you spank or hit child last 
week (Eliminated too many missing cases) 
Autonomy 
ML33 Is (focal child) allowed to be at 
home alone in the afternoon after school, 
between 3 and 6 pm? 
2 1 Yes 
1 2 Sometimes/It depends 
0 3 No 
ML34 Is (focal child) allowed to be at 
home alone at night, if you were gone late 
at night? 
2 1 Yes 
1 2 Sometimes/It depends 
0 3 No 
ML35 Is (focal child) allowed to be at home 
alone overnight if you went on a trip? 
2 1 Yes 
1 2 Sometimes/It depends 
0 3 No 
Autonomy 
Y107 How many, if any, days per week are 
you at home after school without an adult? 






FY108 About how long are you at home 
without an adult after school? 
1 00 Less than 1 hour per day 







ML36 By what time is (focal child) 
supposed to be home school nights? 
1 1600-1859 4:00- 6:59 PM 
2 1900-1959 7:00- 7:59 PM 
3 2000-2059 8:00-8:59 PM 
4 2100-2159 9:00-9:59 PM 
5 2200-2259 10:00-10:59 PM 
6 2300- 2359 11:00-11:59 PM 
7 0000-0059 12:00-12:59 AM 
8 0100- 0330 1:00- 3:30 AM 
9 9990 Child has no curfew 
3 By Dark 
Curfew 
ML37 By what time is (he/she) supposed to 
be home on Friday and Saturday nights? 
1 1600-1859 4:00- 6:59 PM 
2 1900-1959 7:00- 7:59 PM 
3 2000-2059 8:00-8:59 PM 
4 2100-2159 9:00- 9:59 PM 
5 2200-2259 10:00-10:59 PM 
6 2300-2359 11:00-11:59 PM 
7 0000-0059 12:00-12:59 AM 
8 0100-0330 1:00-3:30 AM 
9 9990 Child has no curfew 
3 By Dark 
FY 109 Do you ever spend time at home 
without any adults, when your 
(parent/parents/guardian) (is/are) gone late 
at night? 
1 Yes 1 
2 No 0 
FY 110 About how many times does this 
happen each month? 
1 00 Less than once a month 









FY109110 (Combined) Recode 1= Copy 
FYl 10 
Number of times you spend time alone 
without adults late at night 
FYl 11 Do you ever stay at home overnight 
without any adults, when your 
parent/parents/guardian) (is/are) away? 
1 Yes 1 
2 No 0 
FY 112 About how many times did you do 
this during the last year? 








99 or more times 
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FY111112 (Combined) Recode 1 = Copy 
FY 112 
Times in the last year you stayed overnight 
without adults when parents are away 
Control Attempts Control Attempts 
There are many different ways that parents There are many different ways that parents 
try to influence their children's behavior. try to influence their children's behavior 
Ho w much of the time do you use each of When your (parent/parents/guardian) wants 
the following to get (focal child) to do what you to do something or not to do something, 
you want or NOT to do what you don't 
want? 
FY89 How much of the time (do/does) 
ML29 How often do you explain your (he/she/they) explain (his/her/their) 
reasons to (him/her)? Is it: reasons? Is it: 
4 1 all the time, 
0 1 never, 3 2 most of the time, 
1 2 less than half the time, 2 3 about half the time, 
2 3 about half the time, 1 4 sometimes, or 
3 4 more than half the time, or 0 5 never 
4 5 always 
FY90 How much of the time (do/does) 
ML30 How often do you offer extra (he/she/they): offer extra privileges or 
privileges or money? money? 
0 1 never, 4 1 all the time, 
1 2 less than half the time, 3 2 most of the time, 
2 3 about half the time, 2 3 about half the time, 
3 4 more than half the time, or 1 4 sometimes, or 
4 5 always 0 5 never 
ML31 How often do you threaten to take FY91 How much of the time (do/does) 
away privileges? (he/she/they):threaten to take away 
privileges? 
0 1 never, 
I 2 less than half the time, 4 1 all the time, 
2 3 about half the time, 3 2 most of the time, 
3 4 more than half the time, or 2 3 about half the time, 
4 5 always 1 4 sometimes, or 
0 5 never 
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ML32 How often do you yell or shout? 
FY92 How much of the time (do/does) 
0 1 never, (he/she/they): yell or shout? 
1 2 less than half the time, 
2 3 about half the time, 4 1 all the time, 
3 4 more than half the time, or 3 2 most of the time, 
4 5 always 2 3 about half the time, 
1 4 sometimes, or 
0 5 never 
Indirect control Indirect control 
Monitoring / Supervision Monitor /Supervision 
ML16 How many of (focal child)'s good FY 113 How much (do/does) (he/she/they) 
friends do you know? Would you say you know about who you spend time with away 
know: from home? Is it: 
4 1 all of them, 4 1 everything, 
3 2 most of them, 3 2 a lot, 
2 3 about half, 2 3 some, 
1 4 a few of them, or 1 4 a little, or 
0 5 none of them 0 5 nothing at all 
FYl 14 How much (do/does) (he/she/they) 
ML38 In the last month, how many times know about how you spend your money? 
has (focal child) violated (his/her) curfew, 
coming home more than an hour late 4 1 everything, 
without permission? 3 2 a lot, 
(Eliminated due to too many missing cases) 2 3 some, 
1 4 a little, or 
00 Never Recode = Copy 
01 
0 5 nothing at all 
02 FYl 15 How much (do/does) (he/she/they) 
03 know about what you do with your free 
04 time? 
05-09 
10-29 4 1 everything, 
30 or more 3 2 a lot, 
2 3 some, 
ML39 In a typical school week, how many 1 4 a little, or 
days do you check on whether (focal child) 0 5 nothing at all 
did (his/her) homework or other school 
assignments? 










If Focal Child watches any television on 
weekdays 
ML54 Do you restrict the amount of 
television that (focal child) watches? 
(Eliminated too many system missing) 
2 1 Yes 
0 2 No 
1 Try to, but not always 
successfully/sometimes 
ML55 Do you restrict the type of programs 
that (he/she) watches? 
2 1 Yes 
0 2 No 
1 Try to, but not always 
successfully/sometimes 
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APPENDIX B: VARIABLES FOR FACTOR ANALYSIS 
Variable Value Labels 
Parents 
ML14r* Same sex friends 
ML 13r Opposite sex friends 
ML15r Frequency of visit by friends for fun or to work on something together 
ML16r Number of child's good friends that parent knows 
ML 1718 Hours last week spent on activities or private talk 
ML19r When child does something bad how often you talk about it 
ML20r Times you yell when child does something bad 
ML21r Take away privileges like TV, movies and dating when child does something 
bad 
ML22r Spank or slap child when they do something bad 
ML23r Talk about something worrying child in the last 30 days 
ML24r Talk about something that child was excited about or interested in 
ML2526 Number of times last week you have kissed or hugged 
ML2728 Number of times you spank or hit child last week 
ML29r How often you explain reasons for child to do what you want 
ML30r How often you offer extra privileges or money for child to do what you want 
ML3 lr How often you threaten to take away privileges for child to do what you want 
ML32r How often you yell or shout for child to do what you want 
ML33r Allowed to be home alone after school between 3-6 
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ML34r Allowed to be home alone at night if you are out late 
ML35r Home alone overnight if you went on a trip 
ML36r Time child is supposed to be home on school nights) 
ML37r Time child is supposed to be home on Friday and Saturday nights 
ML38r Times in the last month child violated curfew 
ML39r Number of days you check whether child did homework 
ML40r Number of days you helped child with homework 
ML41r Number of days you talked about school activities 
ML42r Number of days you talked about things learned in school 
ML50r Times you attended school event in which child participated 
MLSlr Times in last 12 months you attended a meeting to get information 
ML54r Restricts type of type of TV watches 
MLSSr Restricts type of TV programs child watches 
Adolescents 
FY34r Child's same sex friends 
FY35r Child's opposite sex friends 
FY37r Frequency you have friends come to your home 
FySOr Evenings last week you ate dinner with parents 
FY84r Hours last week spent with father step father and father partner on activities 
FY8384 Hours last week spent with father step father and father partner on activities 
FY8586 Number of days last week parent gave hug or kiss 
FY8788 Number of times last week parent hit or spanked you when you did something 
he did not like 
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FY89 Number of times parent explains reason for you to do what he wants 
FY90r Number of times parent offers extra privileges or money for you to do what he wants 
FY91r Number of times parent threatens to take away privileges for you to do what he 
wants 
FY92r Number of times parent yells or shouts for you to do what he wants 
FY 107r Days per week a child is home after school without adults 
FY108r Length of time at home without adults after school 
FY 109r Ever spend time alone when parents are gone late at night 
Y11 Or Number of times you spend time alone without adults late at night 
FYl 09110 Number of times you spend time alone without adults late at night 
FYl 11112 Times in the last year you stayed overnight without adults when parents are 
away 
FY 113r How much Parent knows who you spend time with away from home 
FY 114r How much Parent knows how you spend your money 
FY 115r How much Parent knows what you do with your free time 
r* Recoded variable 
I l l  
APPENDIX C. ADDITIONAL TABLES 
TABLE 2. TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED FOR FIRST ORDER FACTOR 
ANALYSIS FOR THE PARENT SAMPLE 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Rotation 
Percent 
Percent of Cumulative of Cumulative 
Total Variance Percent Total Variance Percent Total 
1 3.274 12.594 12.594 3.274 12.594 12.594 2.731 
2 2.096 8.061 20.655 2.096 8.061 20.655 1.610 
3 1.798 6.915 27.569 1.798 6.915 27.569 2.022 
4 1.517 5.835 33.405 1.517 5.835 33.405 1.643 
5 1.341 5.157 38.561 1.341 5.157 38.561 1.568 
6 1.249 4.802 43.364 1.249 4.802 43.364 1.761 
7 1.124 4.323 47.687 1.124 4.323 47.687 1.457 
8 1.058 4.068 51.755 1.058 4.068 51.755 1.327 
9 1.055 4.058 55.813 1.055 4.058 55.813 1.370 
10 .977 3.759 59.572 
11 .944 3.632 63.204 
12 .892 3.432 66.636 
13 .821 3.159 69.794 
14 .801 3.080 72.874 
15 .769 2.959 75.833 
16 .762 2.931 78.764 
17 .708 2.723 81.487 
18 .647 2.489 83.976 
19 .637 2.451 86.428 
20 .628 2.414 88.842 
21 .603 2.318 91.160 
22 .550 2.116 93.276 
23 .503 1.935 95.211 
24 .437 1.680 96.891 
25 .419 1.612 98.503 
26 
.389 1.497 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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TABLE 3. TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED FOR FIRST-ORDER FACTOR 
ANALYSIS FOR THE ADOLESCENT SAMPLE 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Component Initial Eigen values Loadings Rotation 
Percent 
Percent of Cumulative of Cumulative 
Total Variance Percent Total Variance Percent Total 
1 2.491 14.651 14.651 2.491 14.651 14.651 2.162 
2 1.732 10.188 24.839 1.732 10.188 24.839 1.702 
3 1.372 8.071 32.910 1.372 8.071 32.910 1.344 
4 1.303 7.663 40.573 1.303 7.663 40.573 1.521 
5 1.235 7.266 47.839 1.235 7.266 47.839 1.375 
6 1.065 6.263 54.102 1.065 6.263 54.102 1.445 
7 .950 5.590 59.692 
8 .908 5.339 65.032 
9 .900 5.297 70.328 
10 .798 4.694 75.022 
11 .776 4.565 79.587 
12 .743 4.369 83.956 
13 .733 4.312 88.268 
14 .620 3.649 91.918 
15 .514 3.021 94.938 
16 
.496 2.920 97.858 
17 .364 2.142 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
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TABLE 4. LOADINGS FROM FIRST-ORDER FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR 
PARENTS' SAMPLE 
Items (Value Labels) and Latent Constructs Highest loading 
Proximity Factors 
Factor 1 Proximity 
ML42r Number of days you talked about things learned in school .716 
ML24r Talk about something child was excited or interested in .689 
M14 lr Number of days you talked about school activities .656 
ML23r Talk about something worrying child in the last 30 days ' 
ML18r Hours last week spent on activities or private talk .528 
ML40r Number of days you helped child with homework .518 
M126r Number of times last week you kissed or hugged child 
Generation Hierarchy Factors 
Factor 2 Verbal Discipline 
ML20r Times you yell when child does something bad .742 
ML32r How often you yell or shout for child to do what you want .695 
Factor 3 Autonomy 
ML34r Allowed to be home alone at night if you are out late .724 
ML33r Allowed to be home alone after school between 3- 6 .642 
ML55r Do you restrict type of TV programs -.566 
M135r Home alone overnight if you went on a trip 500 
Factor 4 Peer Interaction 
ML 14r Same sex friends -.858 
ML15r Opposite sex friends .828 
Factor 5 School—related Proximity 
ML5 lr Times in last 12 months you attended a meeting to get information _ .722 
ML50r Times you attended school event in which child participated -.714 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblique with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Table 4. (continued) LOADINGS FROM FIRST-ORDER FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR 
PARENTS' SAMPLE 
Items (Value Labels) and Latent Constructs Highest loading 
Factor 6 Negotiation 
ML19r When child does something bad how often you talk about it .677 
ML29r How often you explain reasons for child to do what you want - .634 
ML2 lr Take away privileges when child does something bad - .571 
MLlr How often you threaten to take away privileges for child to do what you want - .528 
Factor 7 Harsh Discipline 
ML28r Number of times you spank or hit child last week .766 
ML27r Spank or slap child when they do something bad .706 
Factor 8 Parental Incentive 
753 ML30r How often you offer extra privileges or money for child to do what you want 
Factor 9 Knowledge of fr iends 
ML5 lr Frequency of visit by friends for fun or to work on something together .844 
ML 16r Number of child's good friends that parent knows 
.648 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblique with Kaiser Normalization. 
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TABLE 5. LOADINGS FROM FIRST-ORDER FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 
ADOLESCENTS' SAMPLE 
Items (Value Labels) and Latent Constructs Highest Loading 
Factor I Monitoring 
FY 114r How much Parent knows how you spend your money .771 
FY 113r How much Parent knows who you spend time with away from home .747 
FYl 15r How much Parent knows what you do with your free time .714 
FY8586 Number of days last week parent gave hug or kiss .466 
Factor 2 Peer interaction 
FY34r Child's same sex friends .882 
FY35r Child's opposite sex friends .881 
Factor 3 Parental Incentive 
FY90r Number of times parent offers extra privileges or money for you to do what 
he wants 
FY91r Number of times parent threatens to take away privileges for you to do what 
he wants 
FY88r Number of times last week parent hit or spanked you 
Factor 5 Proximity 
.732 
FY89r Number of times parent explains reason for you to do what he wants .714 
Factor 4 Firm Control 
FY92r Number of times parent yells or shouts for you to do what he wants .723 
.711 
.497 
FY8182 Hours last week spent with mother step mother or mother partner on 
activities _ 684 
FY80r Evenings last week you ate dinner with parents - .582 
FY8384 Hours last week spent with father step father and father partner on activities 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization 
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TABLE 5. ( Continued) LOADINGS FROM FIRST-ORDER FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 
ADOLESCENTS' SAMPLE 
Items (Value Labels) and Latent Constructs Highest Loading 
Factor 6 Autonomy 
764 FYl 1 Or Number of times you spend time alone without adults late at night 
FYl 11112 Times in the last year you stayed overnight without adults when parents ^ j 
are away 
FY107r Days per week a child is home after school without adults .414 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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TABLE 6. TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED FOR THE ADOLESCENT SAMPLE 
FIRS-ORDER FACTOR ANALYSIS 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation 
Percent of Cumulative Percent of Cumulative 
Total Variance Percent Total Variance Percent Total 
1 1.440 15.996 15.996 1.440 15.996 15.996 1.341 
2 1.194 13.264 29.260 1.194 13.264 29.260 1.160 
3 1.055 11.718 40.978 1.055 11.718 40.978 1.182 
4 1.029 11.428 52.406 1.029 11.428 52.406 1.100 
5 .949 10.548 62.954 
6 .908 10.084 73.038 
7 .879 9.765 82.804 
8 .817 9.078 91.882 
9 .731 8.118 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
TABLE 7. TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED FOR THE ADOLESCENT SAMPLE 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation 
Percent of Cumulative Percent of Cumulative 
Total Variance Percent Total Variance Percent Total 
1 1.298 21.641 21.641 1.298 21.641 21.641 1.297 
2 1.124 18.729 40.370 1.124 18.729 40.370 1.127 
3 .971 16.186 56.556 
4 .950 15.841 72.398 
5 .858 14.294 86.692 
6 .798 13.308 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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TABLE 8. FAMILY FUNCTIONING VARIABLES SECOND-ORDER FACTORS 
FOR PARENTS SAMPLE 
Second-order Factors and Functional Name Highest Loading 
Second-order Factor 1 "Easy-going" 
School-related Proximity .636 
Knowledge of Friends - .609 
Negotiation .567 
Second-order factor 2 "Closeness " 
Verbal Discipline .764 
Proximity .659 
Second-order Factor 3 "Toughness " 
Parental Incentive .738 
Harsh Discipline 
-.486 
Second-order factor 4 "Guidance " 
Peer Interaction .728 
Autonomy 
-.639 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with 
Kaiser Normalization. 
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TABLE 9. FAMILY FUNCTIONING VARIABLES FROM SECOND-ORDER 
FACTORS FOR ADOLESCENTS 
Second-order Factors and Functional Names Highest Loading 
Second-order Factor 1 "Relaxed" 
Monitoring - .649 
Autonomy .635 
Proximity .533 
Second-order Factor 3 "Compromise " 
750 Parental Incentive 
Peer Interaction .532 
Firm Control — .455 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin 
with Kaiser Normalization. 
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TABLE 10. THEORETICAL CONSTRUCTS, FOR THE PARENT SAMPLE 
NSFH VARIABLE LOADINGS ON FIRST-ORDER AND SECOND ORDER FACTORS 
Constructs NSFH Variables (Question 
Items) 
Loading on First-order 
Factors 
First-order Factors Loading 
on Second-order Factors 
Proximity * Factorl Proximity: ML42r 
ML24r ML41r ML23r 
ML18r M140r and ML26r. 
Second-order Factor 2 
"Closeness" 
Proximity* Factor 5 School-related 
Proximity: ML51r and 
ML50r 
Second-order Factor 1 
"Easygoing" 
Generational Hierarchy** 
Nurturance (NSFH items 
assessed lack of 
nurturance) 
Factor 7 Harsh Discipline: 
ML28r M127r 




Factor 3 Autonomy: ML34r 
Ml 33r ML55r ML35r 




Factor 6 Negotiation: 
ML19r M129r ML21r 
ML31r 




Factor 8 Parental Incentive: 
ML30 




Factor 9 Knowledge of 
Friends ML15r ML16r 




Factor 2 Verbal Discipline 
ML20r ML32r 




Peer Interaction ML13r 
ML14r 
Second-order Factor 4 
"Guidance" 
* Proximity with respect to contact time, personal space, emotional space, information space, 
conversation space, and decision-making space as in Wood and Talmon. 
** Generational Hierarchy categories correspond to Wood and Talmon for Nurturance, 
Autonomy, and Control. 
***An additional generational hierarchy construct for Peer Interaction was added for this 
study to capture dimensions not considered by Wood and Talmon. 
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TABLE 11. THEORETICAL CONSTRUCTS FOR THE ADOLESCENT SAMPLE: 
NSFH VARIABLE LOADINGS ON FIRST-ORDER AND SECOND-ORDER FACTORS 
Constructs NSFH Variables (Question 
Items) 
Loading on First-order 
Factors 
First-order Factors Loading 
on Second-order Factors 
Proximity * Factor 5 Proximity: FYS 182 
FY80r FY8384 




No items on nurturance 
Generational Hierarchy** 
Autonomy 
Factor 6 Autonomy: 
FYllOr FY111112 r 
FY107r 




Factor 1 Monitoring 
FY114r FY113R FY115r 
FY 8586 




Factor 3 Parental Incentive 
FY 90 FY 89 




Factor 2 Firm Control 
FY92r FY 91r FY 88r 




Factor2 Peer Interaction 
FY34r FY35r 
Second-order Factor 2 
"Compromise" 
* Proximity with respect to contact time, personal space, emotional space, information space, 
conversation space, and decision-making space as in Wood and Talmon. 
** Generational Hierarchy categories correspond to Wood and Talmon for Nurturance, 
Autonomy, and Control. 
***An additional generational hierarchy construct for Peer Interaction was added for this 
study to capture dimensions not considered by Wood and Talmon. 
TABLE 13. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION 
OF VARIABLES IN THE PARENT SAMPLE (N=598) 
TABLE 14. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION 
OF VARIABLES IN THE ADOLESCENT SAMPLE 
(N=862) 
Variables *Mean Std. Deviation 
Grades reported by 5.8595 1.71025 parents 
Separated .0452 .20781 
Divorced .1706 .37645 
Widowed .0184 .13449 
Never Married .0836 .27704 
Second Quartile .2542 .43576 
Third Quartile .2441 .42994 
Fourth quartile .2659 .44217 
Black .2191 .41396 
Hispanic .0819 .25576 
Other .0217 .17995 
Education Level 13.1522 2.43342 
Gender of the Parent 
.3378 .47335 
Age of the Parent 0.9883 6.22753 
Gender of child .4732 .49970 
Pre-teens .1555 .36270 
Younger teens .5201 .50002 
Easy-going .081445 1.0204084 
Closeness -.0328451 .96969035 
Toughness .1295407 .98163549 
Guidance -.2181538 1.01232821 
Variables *Mean Std. Deviation 
Grades reported by 
child 6.0058 1.56358 
Separated .0313 .17429 
Divorced .1032 .30446 
Widowed .0012 .03406 
Never Married .0406 .19748 
Second Quartile .2587 .43818 
Third Quartile .2842 .45131 
Fourth quartile .2993 .45822 
Black .1497 .35694 
Hispanic .0742 .24661 
Other .0186 .16462 
Education Level 13.1856 2.41278 
Gender of the parent 
.6253 .48433 (ma7) 
Age of the respondent 40.1323 6.11190 
Gender of child .5162 .50003 
Pre-teens .3712 .48341 
Younger teens .3886 .48772 
Relaxed -.0133978 .97618881 
Compromise .0002198 .99971167 
*Mean is the same as the proportion of all the cases for categorical variables. 
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TABLE 15. FAMILY FUNCTIONING IN BOUNDARY REGULATION AND 
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE (PARENTS) 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Separated -.014 .004 .021 .024 .031 
Divorced - .098** - .079# -.074 -.064 -.055 
Widowed -.007 .011 -.029 -.012 -.007 
Never Married -.117** -.073 -.041 -.041 -.044 
2nd Quartile Income .001 -.026 -.028 -.038 
3rd Quartile Income .098 .058 .053 .033 
4th Quartile Income .185*** .088 .057 .024 
Black -.062 -.076 -.058 
Hispanic .079# .077# .074# 
Other .104** .011** .127** 
Gender of the Parent -.002 -.009 -.044 




Gender of child — 
.221*** — .zUo 








R2 .020 .049 .101 .187 .225 
Adjusted R2 .013 .037 .081 .164 .198 
R2 Change .020 .029 .053 .086 .038 
F 2.979** 4.301*** 5.056*** 8.341*** 8.360*** 
#p<.100; *p<.05; **p < .01; ***p <.001 
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TABLE 16. FAMILY FUNCTIONING IN BOUNDARY REGULATION PATTERNS 
AND ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE (ADOLESCENTS) 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Separated .008 .010 .031 .034 .033 
Divorced - .093** - .087** -.079** -.052 -.058 
Widowed .042 .036 .037 .045 .043 
Never Married - .074* -.054 -.041 -.032 -.032 
Second Quartile Income .027 -.010 -.030 -.018 
Third Quartile Income .066 -.004 -.011 .009 
Fourth Quartile Income .162*** .029 .013 .037 
Black - .080** -.073* -.048 
Hispanic .039 .042 .052 
Other .043 .051 .060# 
Education Level 256*** .233*** .225*** 
Gender of Parent .035 .022 .024 
Age of Parent -.050 .052 .027 
Gender of child -.164*** -.154*** 
Pre- teens .317*** .249*** 
Younger teens .100** .082* 
Relaxed -.170*** 
Compromise .088** 
R2 .015 .033 .096 .182 .216 
Adjusted R2 .011 .025 .082 .167 .199 
R2 Change .015 .017 .064 .149 .034 
F 3.343** 4.113*** 6.954*** 11.754*** 12.912*** 
#p < .100 *p < .05; **p < . 01; ***p < .001 
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APPENDIX D. ISU NEW HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH FORM 
Review Date: ^7/7 / DST IRB ID: 
Approval Date: Length of Approval:. 
Approval Expiration Date: ; T FULL Committee Review:. 
EXEMPT per 45 CFR 46.101(b): U  Date:^H 1 j  5 f T  Minimal Risk: X 
EXPEDITED per 45 CFR 46.110(b) More than Minimal Risk:_ 
Category , Letter Project Closed Date: 
ISU NEW HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH FORM //fe 
SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION °^ 
Principal Investigator (PI): Jane Rose Njue Phone: 515 294-1563 | Fax: 515 294-2502 
Decrees: HDFS | Correspondence Address: 88 Le Baron Hall 
Department: Human Developent and Family Studies Email Address: jnjue@iastate.edu 
Center/Institute: College: PCS 
PI Level: 1 1 Faculty 1 1 Staff I 1 Postdoctoral M Graduate Student 1 1 Undergraduate Student 
Title of Project: A Systems respective of Family Functioning: Effect of Boundary Regulation on Children's Academic 
Perfomance -
Project Period (Include Start and End Date): [mm/dd/yy]\Junel 2005] to \mm/yy/dd\\Jime 30 2006] 
FOR STUDENT PROJECTS 
Name of Major Professor/Supervising Faculty: 
Maurice MacDonald 
Stature of tvfejor Professor/Supervising Faculty: 
Phone: 515 294-6316 Campus Address: STE 2330 C 4380 Palmer 
Department: Human Developent and Family Studies Email Address: mmacdona@iastate.edu 
Type of Project: (check all that apply) 
• Research Q Thesis ÊB] Dissertation Q Class project 
• Independent Study (490,590, Honors project) • Other. Please specify: 
KEY PERSONNEL 
List all members and relevant experience of the project personnel. This information is intended to inform the committee 
of the training and background related to the specific procedures that the each person will perform on the project. 
NAME & DEGREE(S) SPECIFIC DUTIES ON PROJECT 
TRAINING & EXPERIENCE 
RELATED TO PROCEDURES 
PERFORMED, DATE OF TRAINING 
Jane Rose Njue Data Analysis Research methods and Statistics 
ISU Human Subject training for 
Social Science 
Add New Row 
FUNDING INFORMATION 
Internally funded, please provide account number: NA 
Externally funded, please provide funding source and account number: NA 
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Funding is pending please provide OSPA Record ID on GoldSheet: NA 
Title on GoldSheet if Different Than Above: NA 
Other: e.g., funding will be applied for later. 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW 
Although the compliance committees are not intended to conduct peer review of research proposals, the federal 
regulations include language such as "consistent with sound research design," "rationale for involving animals or 
humans" and "scientifically valuable research," which requires that the committees consider in their review the 
general scientific relevance of a research study. Proposals that do not meet these basic tests are not justifiable and 
cannot be approved. If a compliance review committers) has concerns about the scientific merit of a project and 
the project was not competitively funded by peer review or was funded by corporate sponsors, the project may be 
referred to a scientific review committee. The scientific review committee will be ad hoc and will consist of your 
ISU peers and outside experts as needed. If this situation arises, the PI will be contacted and given the option of 
agreeing that a consultant may be contacted or withdrawing the proposal from consideration. 
• Yes S No Has or will this project receive peer review? 
If the answer is "yes," please indicate who did or will conduct the review: NA 
If a review was conducted, please indicate the outcome of the review: NA 
NOTE: RESPONSE CELLS WILL EXPAND AS YOU TYPE AND PROVIDE 
SUFFICIENT SPACE FOR YOUR RESPONSE. 
COLLECTION OR RECEIPT OF SAMPLES 
Will you be: (Please check all the apply.) 
I~~1 Yes 03 No Receiving samples from outside of ISU? See examples below. 
n Yes Ê3 No Sending samples outside of ISU? See examples below. 
Examples include: genetically modified organisms, body fluids, tissue samples, blood samples, pathogens. 
If you will be receiving samples from or sending samples outside of ISU, please identify the name of the outside 
organization(s) and the identity of the samples you will be sending or receiving outside of ISU: 
I NA 
Please note that some samples may require a USDA Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) permit, a 
USPHS Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) Import Permit for Etiologic Agents, a Registration for 
Select Agents, High Consequence Livestock Pathogens and Toxins or Listed Plant Pathogens, or a Material 
Transfer Agreement (MTA) (http://www.ehs.iastate.edu/bs/shippiria.htm ). 
SECTION H: APPLICATION FOR INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) APPROVAL 
Ê9 Yes • No Does this project involve human research participants? If the answer "no" is checked, you will 
automatically moves to a question regarding the involvement of radiation producing devices in your 
project. 
SECTION III: ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY INFORMATION (EH&S) 
• Yes El No Does this project involve laboratory chemicals, human cell lines or tissue culture (primary OR 
immortalized), or human blood components, body fluid or tissues? If the answer is "no" is checked you 
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will automatically move to a question regarding the involvement of human research participants in your 
project 
ASSURANCE 
e I certify that the information provided in this application is complete and accurate and consistent with any 
proposal(s) submitted to external funding agencies. 
• I agree to provide proper surveillance of this project to ensure that the rights and welfare of the human subject or 
welfare of animal subjects are protected. I will report any problems to the appropriate compliance review 
committee(s). 
• I agree that I will not begin this project until receipt of official approval from all appropriate committee(s). 
• I agree that modifications to the originally approved project will not take place without prior review and approval 
by the appropriate committee(s), and that all activities will be performed in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state, local and Iowa State University policies. 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
A conflict of interest can be defined as a set of conditions in which an investigator's or key personnel's judgment 
regarding a project (including human or animal subject welfare, integrity of the research) may be influenced by a 
secondary interest (e.g., the proposed project and/or a relationship with the sponsor). ISU's Conflict of Interest Policy 
requires that investigators and key personnel disclose any significant financial interests or relationships that may present 
an actual or potential conflict of interest. By signing this form below, you are certifying that all members of the research 
team, including yourself, have read and understand ISU's Conflict of Interest policy as addressed by the ISU Faculty 
Handbook (http://www.Drovost.iastate.edu/facultv.) and have made all required disclosures. 
• Yes [X] No Do you or any member of your research team have an actual or potential conflict of interest? 
• Yes • No If yes, have the appropriate disclosure form(s) been completed? 
PLEASE NOTE: Any changes to an approved protocol must be submitted to the appropriate committee(s) before 
the changes may be implemented. 
Please proceed to SECTION JL 
SIGP 
Signal 
Signature of Department Chair Date 
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SECTION II: IRB SECTION - STUDY SPECIFIC INFORMATION 
STUDY OBJECTIVES 
Briefly explain in language understandable to a layperson the specific aim(s) of the study. 
To discover how family processes that constitute boundary regulation affect children's academic 
performance by analyzing data from National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH) 
BENEFIT 
Explain in language understandable to a layperson how the information gained in this study will benefit participants or 
the advancement of knowledge, and/or serve the good of society. 
The circumstances in which families regulate their boundaries through parent-child interactions (e g monitoring, 
supervision, nurturance, control, and peer relations) represented in this nationally representative data set will 
identify the familial factors associated with good or poor academic performance. Such a finding can inform 
family, school and community education programs that promote home environments conducive to good 
academic attainment. 
PART A: PROJECT INVOLVEMENT 
1) D Yes El No Is this project part of a Training, Center, Program Project Grant? 
Director Name: Overall IRB ID: 
2) • Yes m No Is the purpose of this project to develop survey instruments? 
3) n Yes El No Does this project involve an investigational new drug (IND)? Number: 
4) n Yes El No Does this project involve an investigational device exemption (IDE)? Number: 
5) m Yes n No Does this project involve existing data or records? 
6) El Yes n No Does this project involve secondary analysis? 
7) a Yes El No Does this project involve pathology or diagnostic specimens? 
8) D Yes El No Does this project require approval from another institution? Please attach letters of approval. 
9) • Yes El No Does this project involve DEXA/CT scans or X-rays? 
PART B: MEDICAL HEALTH INFORMATION OR RECORDS 
1) D Yes E| No Does your project require the use of a health care provider's records concerning past, present, or 
future physical, dental, or mental health information about a subject? The Health Insurance 
Portability and Accountability Act established the conditions under which protected health 
information may be used or disclosed for research purposes. If your project will involve the use 
of any past or present clinical information about someone, or if you will add clinical information 
to someone's treatment record (electronic or paper) during the study you must complete and 
submit the Application for Use of Protected Health Information. 
PART C: ANTICIPATED ENROLLMENT 
Estimated number of subjects contacted to reach required enrollment: NA 
Number of subjects to be enrolled in the study Total: NA Males: Females: 
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Check if any enrolled subjects are: 
PI Minors (Under 18) 
Age Range of Minors: 
• Pregnant Women/Fetuses 
• Cognitively Impaired 
• Prisoners 
Check below if this project involves either: 
fi Adults, non-students 
1 1 Minor ISU students 
1 1 ISU students 18 and older 
• Other (explain) 
List estimated percent of the anticipated enrollment that will be minorities if known: 
American Indian: Alaskan Native: 
Asian or Pacific Islander: Black or African American: 
Latino or Hispanic: 
PART D: SUBJECT SELECTION 
Please use additional space as necessary to adequately answer each question. 
11. Explain the procedures for selecting subjects including any inclusion/exclusion criteria (i.e., Where will the names 
come from? Will a sample be purchased, will ads, fliers, word of mouth, email list, etc. be used?). 
I NA 
12. Attach a copy of any recruitment telephone scripts or materials such as ad, fliers, e-mail messages, etc. Recruitment 
material must include a statement of the voluntary and confidential nature of the research. Do not include the amount 
of compensation, (e.g., compensation available). 
Note: Please answer each question. If the question does not pertain to this study, please type not applicable (N/A). 
PARTE: RESEARCH PLAN 
Include sufficient detail for IRB review of this project independent of the grant, protocol, or other documents. 
13. Describe the flow of events used in this research protocol. Include information from the first contact with the 
volunteers to the end of the study. Use a diagram or flow chart if appropriate. Also, include a description of the study 
procedures or tasks that participants will be exposed to or asked to complete. This information is intended to inform 
the committee of the procedures used in the study and their potential risk. Please do not respond with "see attached" 
or "not applicable." 
There is no risk to the participants in this study. Participants responses are only availbale as secondary data from the 
National Survey of Families and Households Wave H, being used in this study. NSFH data are freely accessible to 
the public through the Web and will be downloaded in SPSS version for this study. Working files, code books, skip 
maps for the questionnaires, data organization information as well as bibliography are also free for public access. 
I will use Case ID's to identify demographic variables of interest including parent's, household and focal child 
characteristics that will act as the control variables. I will also identify family processes of support, nuturance, 
monitoring and control as well as interaction patterns of focal children that constitute boundary regulation patterns 
within the family. Boundary regulation is viewed as the intervening variable between family characteristics and 
academic performance of children and therfore provides an a context of studying family functioning. 
14. For studies involving pathology/diagnostic specimens, indicate whether specimens will be collected prospectively 
and/or already exist "on the shelf' at the time of submission of this review form. If prospective, describe specimen 
procurement procedures; indicate whether any additional medical information about the subject is being gathered, and 
whether specimens are linked at any time by code number to the subject's identity. If this question is not applicable, 
please type N/A in the response cell. 
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NA 
15. For studies involving deception, please justify the deception and indicate the debriefing procedure, including the 
timing and information to be presented to subjects. If this question is not applicable, please type N/A in the response 
cell. 
1 NA 
PARTF: CONSENT PROCESS 
16. Describe the consent process for participants who are age 18 and older. If the consent process does not include 
documented consent, a waiver ofdocumentation of consent must be requested. 
1 NA ; 
17. If your study involves minors, please explain how parental consent will be obtained prior to enrollment of the 
minor(s). 
I N A  
18. Please explain how assent will be obtained from minors (younger than 18 years of age), prior to their enrollment. 
Also, please explain if the assent process will be documented (e.g., a simplified version of the consent form, combined 
with the parental informed consent document). According to the federal regulations assent . .means a child's 
affirmative agreement to participate in research. Mere failure to object should not, absent affirmative agreement, be 
construed as assent." 
I N A  
PART G: DATA ANALYSIS 
19. Describe how the data will be analyzed (e.g. statistical methodology, statistical evaluation, statistical measures used 
to evaluate results) 
| Descriptive statistics, factor analysis, and multiple regression 
20. If applicable, please indicate the anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments 
and/or audio or visual tapes will be erased: 
NA Month/Day/Year 
PARTE: BENEFITS 
21. Describe the benefit to the volunteer from participating in this study, if any, and the benefit to society that will be 
gained from the study. Please note that monetary compensation is not considered a benefit 
This study will extends the research of other scholars, first, by offering a systems' theory perspective reflecting a 
definition of family that captures the systems properties of wholeness and interrelatedness. This definition of family 
necessitates the inclusion of a multiplicity of family processes as an attempt to capture the complexity of family 
functioning characterized in the task of boundary regulation. 
This study will identfy familial factors—parent, child, and household characteristics— that enable families to 
establish boundary regulation, patterns that are conducive to optimum acdamic performance by chidren. Such 
findings can inform school and community education programs that promote home environment conducive to good 
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academic attainment. 
The effectiveness educational advantages that patents pass on to their children through improved academic 
performance guarantee continual federal and State funding that keep school and community education programs 
running. ; • 
PARTI: RISKS 
The concept of risk goes beyond physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as 
psychological, emotional, legal, social or financial risk. 
22. • Yes ^ No Is the probability of the harm or discomfort anticipated in the proposed research greater than that 
encountered ordinarily in daily life or during the performance of routine physical or psychological 
examinations or tests? 
23. • Yes No Is the magnitude of the harm or discomfort greater than that encountered ordinarily in daily life, or 
during the performance of routine physical or psychological examinations or tests? 
24. Describe any risks or discomforts to the subjects and how they will be minimized and precautions taken. Do not 
respond with N/A. If you believe that there will not be risk or discomfort to subjects you must explain why. 
I N A  I  
25. If this study involves vulnerable populations, including minors, pregnant women, prisoners, educationally or 
economically disadvantaged, what additional protections will be provided to minimize risks? 
I N A  I  
PART J: COMPENSATION 
26. I"! Yes Rt No Will subjects receive compensation for their participation? If yes, please explain. 
Do not make the payment an inducement, only a compensation for expenses and inconvenience. If a person is to receive 
money or another token of appreciation for their participation, explain when it will be given and any conditions of full or 
partial payment. (E.g., volunteers will receive $5.00 for each of the five visits in the study or a total of $25.00 if he/she 
completes the study. If a participant withdraws from participation, they will receive $5.00 for each of the visits 
completed.) It is considered undue influence to make completion of the study the basis for compensation. 
NA 
PARTK: CONFIDENTIALITY 
27. Describe below the methods that will be used to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. For example,, who has 
access to the data, where the data will be stored, security measures for web-based surveys and computer storage, how 
long data (specimens) will be retained, etc.) 
I am using secondary data from the National Survey of Families and Households. Only ID and case numbers are 
used to linkthe responses with the respondents. Therefore, I have no way of identing the individuals who provided 
the responses of the questionnaires from which lam selecting the varables for this study. Confidetiality of the 
repondents was therefore ensured by by the those who conducted the study. For more details see Bumpass L. & 
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Sweet, J (1996). National Survey of Families and Households- Wavel and 2 Data: Description and documentation. 
Center for Demography and Ecology, University of Wisconsin-Madison. 
PARTL: REGISTRY PROJECTS 
To be considered a registry: (1) the individuals must have a common condition or demonstrate common responses to 
questions; (2) the individuals in the registry might be contacted in the future; and (3) the names/data of the individuals in 
the registry might be used by investigators other than the one maintaining the registry. 
• Yes • No Does this project establish a registry? 
If "yes," please provide the registry name below: 
NA 
Checklist for Attachments 
The following are attached (please check ones that are applicable): 
f~l A copy of the informed consent document OR • Letter of introduction to subjects containing the elements of consent 
I"! A copy of the assent form if minors will be enrolled 
• Letter of approval from cooperating organizations or institutions allowing you to conduct research at their facility 
• Data-gathering instruments (including surveys) 
l~l Recruitment fliers, phone scripts, or any other documents or materials the subjects will see 
Two sets of materials should be submitted for each project - the original signed copy of the application form and one copy 
and two sets of accompanying materials. Federal regulations require that one copy of the grant application or 
proposal be submitted for comparison with the application for approval. 
FOR IRB USE ONLY: 
Initial action by the Institutional Review Board (IRB): 
Project approved. Date: 11 j OS OS~' «2 
Pending further review. Date: 
Project not approved. Date: 0 
Follow-up action by the IRB: 
IRB Approval Signature Date 
SECTION III: ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY INFORMATION 
• Yes • No Does this project involve human cell or tissue cultures (primary OR immortalized), or human blood 
components, body fluids or tissues? If the answer is "no", please proceed to SECTION HI: 
APPLICATION FOR IRB APPROVAL. If the answer is "yes," please proceed to Paît A: Human 
Cell Lines. 
PART A: HUMAN CELL LINES 
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